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Abstract

Geometrically compliant mooring systems that change their shape to accommodate defor-
mations are common in oceanographic and offshore energy production applications. Be-
cause of the inherent geometric nonlinearities, analyses of such systems typically require
the use of a sophisticated numerical model. This thesis describes one such model and uses
that model along with experimental results to develop simpler forms for understanding
the dynamic response of geometrically compliant moorings.

The numerical program combines the box method spatial discretization with the
generalized-a method for temporal integration. Compared to other schemes commonly
employed for the temporal integration of the cable dynamics equations, including box
method, trapezoidal rule, backward differences, and Newmark’s method, the generalized-a
algorithm has the advantages of second-order accuracy, controllable numerical dissipation,
and improved stability when applied to the nonlinear problem. The numerical program is
validated using results from laboratory and field experiments.

Field experiment and numerical results are used to develop a simple model for dynamic
tension response to vertical motion in geometrically compliant moorings. As part of that
development, the role of inertia, drag, and stiffness in the tension response are explored.
For most moorings, the response is dominated by inertial and drag effects. The simple
model uses just two terms to accurately capture these effects, including the coupling
between inertia and drag. The separability of the responses to vertical and horizontal
motions is demonstrated and a preliminary model for the response to horizontal motions
is presented.

The interaction of the mooring line with the sea floor in catenary moorings is con-
sidered. Using video and tension data from laboratory experiments, the tension shock
condition at the touchdown point and its implications are observed for the first time. The
lateral motion of line along the bottom associated with a shock during unloading may be
a significant cause of chain wear in the touchdown region. Results from the laboratory
experiments are also used to demonstrate the suitability of the elastic foundation approach
to modeling sea floor interaction in numerical programs.

Thesis Supervisor: Dr. Mark A. Grosenbaugh
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Chapter 1

Introduction

A mooring system is typically understood as any type of cable, chain, rope, or tether
assembly that connects a floating or subsurface buoyant object (ship, buoy, platform) to an
anchoring system fixed on the sea floor. The floating object will move with environmental
forcing, but the mooring system will contain the movements to some area (the watch circle)
centered about the anchoring system. Any mooring system must provide compliance or
flexibility to accommodate deformations induced by currents and by forcing with periods
ranging from hours (tides) to seconds (wind waves) without over-tensioning the system
components.

This flexibility is typically achieved either through the use of elastically compliant
members such as rubber tethers or long lengths of synthetic rope, or through geometrically
compliant configurations in which the system accommodates deformations by changing
shape without stretching. The geometrically compliant approach is more common in
situations where adequate compliance or a combination of strength and compliance cannot
be provided by taught elastic members. This is the case in extremely shallow water, where
the lengths of the rope or tethers are so short as to limit their compliance. Geometric
compliance is also often found in offshore deep water applications where the pipe sections
can be made relatively flexible in bending (through the use of short lengths of pipe and
flexible joints), but not in axial stretching. Examples of geometrically compliant mooring
shapes are shown in figure 1-1.

The shallow water mooring shown in figure 1-1(a) illustrates the type of mooring typi-

cally used to moor oceanographic, meteorological, and aids-to-navigation buoys in shallow
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Figure 1-1: Examples of geometric compliance in mooring and riser systems: (a) shal-
low water buoy mooring, (b) deep water oceanographic mooring, and (c) lazy wave riser
configuration.

water (on the order of 100 m) [5,13]. The typical mooring for this sort of application
consists entirely of lengths of chain, with instruments possibly attached between chain
segments. We say that this type of system is geometrically compliant because its primary
mechanism to accommodate the motion of the buoy is to lift and lower chain to and from
the bottom, thus changing its shape. As long as chain remains on the bottom in the
steady state configuration, the system is typically more flexible geometrically than it is
elastically.

The advantages to this arrangement include very high strength due to the use of chain
as the primary strength member, and the ability to deploy this configuration in a variety
of water depths. The primary disadvantage to this type of mooring is the need for regular
replacement of the chain near the bottom of the mooring due to the abrasion of the chain
on the sea bed [5,23]. A recent alternative to this type of mooring uses elastic tethers as
the primary compliance mechanism [57,77]. These systems feature significantly reduced
tensions in most sea conditions because of the much lower mass of the tethers compared
to chain moorings. Drawbacks to elastic tether moorings include the inability to place
instruments along the tether and their susceptibility to cutting, either in an accident or
through vandalism.

The second type of system in figure 1-1 is an increasingly popular configuration for deep
water surface moorings for oceanographic applications [31]. Variations on this shape are
also used to moor meteorological buoys [13]. The s-curve in the mooring shape is achieved
through careful placement of flotation and ballast along the line. The location of this curve

at mid-depth allows for geometric compliance without a rigid bottom. Previous deep water
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surface moorings achieved compliance through the incorporation of long lengths of highly
stretchable synthetic rope [5]. The advantage to the geometrically compliant system in
figure 1-1(b) is the ability to run conductive electromechanical cable along the full length
of the mooring to bring signals from subsurface instruments to the surface for telemetry.
Elastically compliant electromechanical members have only recently been introduced [75,
76] in the oceanographic community and are difficult to handle and relatively expensive,
particularly for very long lengths.

Both of the above described mechanisms, an s-shabe at mid-depth, and a catenary
shape along the bottom are often employed together in offshore energy production systems,
as pictured in figure 1-1(c). In this case the mooring line of interest is typically a pipe
running from the platform to the wellhead. The platform may also be anchored (anchoring
lines not shown in figure 1-1(c)) at multiple points by taut synthetic lines or heavy chain
and wire lines forming a catenary similar to that described for the shallow water buoy
mooring. The need for geometric compliance in the riser pipe arises from the inflexibility
of these pipes to axial (elastic) deformation.

As a final consideration in this brief overview of compliant moorings, it should be noted
that in addition to achieving compliance through the mooring line, either geometrically
or elastically, it is possible in some cases to introduce compliance at the surface by using
buoys or platforms which have a very low natural frequency (very far below typical wave
frequencies) such as a spar buoy. This effectively puts a very soft compliant element
between the wave forcing and the mooring line. Because spar buoys are very long and
slender, they typically have low reserve buoyancy and are difficult to handle.

All of the systems pictured in figure 1-1 provide significant compliance to surface wave
motions under most conditions. One well known mode under which these configurations
do not provide good compliance is in the case of large currents that pull the geometric
shaping out of the mooring. The impact of this failure mode can be lessened with the
addition of elastic compliance into the design. The geometric compliance in these systems
can also break down during a large storm in which the ability of the mooring to change
shape may be limited by fluid drag on the cable. This second failure mode is more difficult
to design for as it can occur even in conditions under which the static shape is preserved
and may not be alleviated by secondary elastic compliance. Finally, for cases with cable

resting on the sea floor, friction, adhesion and the elasticity of the bottom can affect the
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ability of the system to deform geometrically. A loss of geometric compliance as a result
of any of these mechanisms can lead to dangerously high tensions. A detailed analysis
of geometrically compliant systems, which will lead to better prediction of these types of

failures, is the primary goal of this thesis.

1.1 Analysis of compliant systems

Much of the recent analytical work relating to geometrically compliant systems has been
conducted in the context of calculating the contribution of the mooring line damping to
the overall system dynamics. Brown et al. [7] provide a review of much of the literature
to date in this area. Most of the work has focused on frequency domain quasi-linearized
numerical solutions for the slow drift case. Extensive model scale tests have also been
carried out [55,59,67].

Large floating structures (ships, offshore platforms) typically have little damping and
low natural frequencies for motions in the horizontal plane. For these large structures,
mooring tensions at wave frequencies are much smaller than the excitation forces. At lower
frequencies, the mooring forces and wave forces are more comparable. Thus, the damping
provided by the motion of the mooring system plays a critical role in the response of these
structures to slow drift motions [59, 96].

Motions and dynamic tension at wave frequencies are often ignored in these studies.
This allows for a simplified treatment of the dynamics. For example, Nakamura et al. [67]
used catenary formulae to calculate the integrated quasi-static velocity and acceleration
along the mooring. These integrated motions allowed them to write the dynamic tension
due to slow drift motions in a very simple form.

In the analyses of compliant systems developed in this thesis, the quantity of interest is
typically dynamic tension rather than platform motion. Such an approach is particularly
relevant in oceanographic applications where the motion of the surface platform may not
be critical, but dynamic tension is dominated by wave induced motions. Knowledge of
the tension is critical in these applications because components are typically not specified
with large safety factors for fatigue and ultimate failure (both for cost and ease of handling
reasons).

Several authors have considered the impact of wave frequency dynamics on the slow
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drift damping problem. Huse and Matsumoto [52-55] used a linearized finite element
model to compute the mooring line damping in the presence of a slow drift regular motion
superposed with a spectrum of high frequency first-order wave motions. Their calculations
showed that the damping was two to four times higher when the high frequency motions
were taken into account. Similar results were obtained by Dercksen et al. [22] and Fylling et
al. [32] with more sophisticated numerical models.

In other work that looked at both slow drift and wave frequency excitation, Web-
ster [99] characterized the mooring line damping of a non-dimensionalized catenary riser
system (a system shaped like that shown in figure 1-1(a)) as a function of static tension,
excitation frequency and amplitude, scope, stiffness, drag, and current. The excitation
was sinusoidal and either purely vertical or purely horizontal. The numerical model that
he used was a time-domain nonlinear finite element code.

Webster [99] also briefly touches on the “impedance” of mooring systems which he
describes in terms of the trade-offs between geometric and elastic compliance. This is a
concept first introduced by Triantafyllou et al. [94] to characterize the ratio of elastic to
catenary stiffness. They noted that fluid drag limits the ability of the mooring to deform

geometrically and as a result, dynamic tensions increase.

1.2 Bottom interaction

An important part of the response in many geometrically compliant systems is the inter-
action of grounded line with the sea floor. Several recent papers have described numerical
methods for modeling this interaction [16, 56,63, 89,90]. To date, however, these models
have not been used to extensively analyze the implications of the bottom interaction on
the total mooring response.

Thomas and Hearn [91] and Liu and Bergdahl [63] examined the bottom interaction
problem in the context of mooring line damping. The results from both papers suggest
that bottom interaction effects do contribute to mooring line damping, with the in-plane
friction being more important than the out-of-/plane effects [91].

Aranha et al. 2], Pesce, Aranha, and Martins [79], and Pesce et al. [80] have examined
the curvature of riser pipes in the touchdown region using an analytical boundary layer‘

approximation. Their goal is to provide better predictions of the bending moment to re-
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duce fatigue failures. Some of the background for their analytical approach comes from
work by Burridge et al. [12] and Burridge and Keller [11] for the motion of a string on
a unilateral constraint. That work demonstrated that a shock wave will form when the
velocity of the touchdown point exceeds the transverse wave speed of the cable. The ana-
lytical development in Aranha et al. [2] assumes that the touchdown point speed is always
below this critical limit. No work has been performed that examines the implications for

mooring dynamics when this assumption does not hold and shock waves do form.

1.3 Modeling tools

The problem of predicting the steady state configurations and transient motions of pipe,
hose, cable, chain, and rope systems in a marine environment is encountered in numerous
applications. Oftentimes, the methods of solving the problem seem equally numerous.
Buoy and ship moorings, offshore platforms, and towed systems are often analyzed in very
different ways, yet are at heart very similar types of structural systems.

In a 1970 survey paper, Casarella and Parsons {14] compiled an extensive list of work
related to the hydrodynamic response of cable systems. Their history starts with analytical
work dating from 1917 to calculate the steady state configuration of cables in air. Through
1950, treatments of the steady state problem dominated the literature in this area, with
the first dynamic models for cables in water appearing in 1957. Thomas [90] provides
a detailed summary of the development of the modern dynamic models, beginning with
Walton and Polachek’s paper in 1960 [98], and emphasizing developments in the literature
from the offshore energy field.

The model developed as part of this thesis provides a nonlinear time-domain solution
to the mooring dynamics problem. The other modern models described below can be
similarly classified. Other types of models include frequency domain and linearized or
quasi-static time domain models. While attractive for their computational efficiency, these
latter types of models are typically not used for the types of highly nonlinear motions that

are inherent in the phenomena that are analyzed in the thesis.
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1.4 State-of-the-art time-domain models for mooring sys-

tems

Numerical models for mooring systems can be categorized in several different ways. The
most often cited distinguishing characteristic of a model is the method used to discretize
the physical system in space. Among the most common methods are finite elements,
finite differences, and lumped parameter. While there is more universal agreement on
the temporal discretization method (most use finite differences), there is some variation
in the way that the temporally discretized equations are integrated in time. Beyond
these distinctions are the mathematical and physical features incorporated by the various
models such as bending stiffness, sea bed interaction effects, and treatment of vortex-

induced vibrations.

1.4.1 Spatial discretization

Walton and Polachek [98] published the first treatment of the dynamic solution that re-
sembles very closely the solution methods in use today. They formulate the equations of
motion for discrete elements and use centered finite differences to discretize the time deriva-
tive terms and step the solution forward in time. With the addition of cable extensibility
by Polachek et al. [81], a remarkably complete treatment of the nonlinear time domain
problem existed as early as 1963. This first solution, using a force balance on discrete
elements to write the equations of motion is what we now categorize as a lumped parame-
ter method. The terminology arises from the lumping of the mass and externally applied
forces at adjacent nodes which are joined by massless springs. This discretization approach
has an intuitive simplicity to it and as such is relatively easy to implement. Recent models
that make use of this approach are described by Huang [47] and Thomas [90,91].

In contrast to the summation of forces approach used by lumped parameter methods,
finite element methods derive their governing equations through principles of virtual work.
One advantage of this approach is the possibility of a more sophisticated treatment of
mass. Lumped parameter derivations must necessarily place all mass at discrete nodes
and then write the governing equations. Finite element methods can derive the governing
equations using an integration of the mass over the entire element, thus leading to the

“consistent” mass formulation [62]. The starting point for finite element methods as
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applied to the marine cable problem is typically a discrete element, much like the lumped
parameter methods. Examples of such derivations include Engseth [28] and McNamara et
al. [64]. Paulling and Webster [78], following Garrett [33], take the alternative approach
of formulating differential equations of motion which are solved by the substitution of a
discrete collection of shape functions which minimize the element energy. The majority
of state-of-the-art programs currently being used for riser modeling are based on finite
elements [61].

A third approach is to write the continuous partial differential equations and then ap-
ply a spatial discretization scheme based on finite differences. This is the approach taken
by Ablow and Schechter [1] among others. We distinguish between this and lumped pa-
rameter methods based on the starting point, which in this case is an infinitesimally small
differential element and in the lumped parameter case is a finite discrete element. Given
similar physical assumptions the two methods are entirely equivalent, as demonstrated by
Huang [47]. The distinction between this and the lumped parameter approach is based
largely on the applications of the method. Many of the numerical solutions for tow cable
dynamics have used finite differences of the continuous partial differential governing equa-
tions. Another reason for the distinction in this case is simply that, to date, most pure
lumped parameter methods do not include the effects of bending stiffness in the equations
of motion [91}!. Authors deriving continuous forms of the governing equations have easily
incorporated this effect [10,46,93]. The model development detailed in chapter 2 is based
on this approach.

Finally, a few alternatives to the spatial discretizations outlined above have appeared
in the literature. Chiou and Leonard {17] and Sun et al. [86] describe the Direct Inte-
gration Method, whereby a boundary value problem is recast as a set of initial value
problems. Each initial value problem is integrated spatially from a boundary with known
boundary conditions, and the solutions from these integrations are combined to form a
total solution that satisfies all boundary conditions. Because the initial value approach
allows for explicit numerical integration in space, the method has the advantage that the
solution of large linear systems of equations typical in implicit finite difference and finite

element schemes can be avoided. There is of course a spatial discretization implied by the

! Buckham and Nahon [9] have recently incorporated bending effects into a lumped parameter model for
low tension ROV tethers.

28




numerical integration of the transformed governing equations. Sun et al. [86] point out
the need for a method to suppress any spurious solution components that may grow as
the spatial integrations proceed along the cable. Another alternative scheme is collocation
which breaks the cable into a small number of segments and fits high order Chebyshev

polynomials as a solution to the governing equations over each region [15].

1.4.2 Temporal discretization

For all spatial discretization methods the resulting equations are typically written as a
non-linear matrix equation known as the semi-discrete equation of motion, because the
time derivatives of the vector of dependent variables are left as continuous functions.
The exception to this procedure is in finite difference based solutions which typically
are differenced both in space and in time as part of the same process. This leads to
yet another distinction between lumped parameter and finite difference approaches. The
starting point for a finite difference method is typically a set of first-order hyperbolic
partial differential equations. The equations of motion for lumped parameter schemes
are most often presented in matrix form as a system of second-order ordinary differential
equations — the semi-discrete equation of motion.

Most temporal integration schemes in use today have their roots in the method devel-
oped by Newmark [70]. Hughes and Belytschko [50] provide a summary of the development
of these types of methods in the context of linear finite element structural dynamics. The
methods typically employ temporal finite differences, with a variety of different schemes
used to interpolate the solution over the time step. Most classical methods can now
be cast into unified multi-parameter integration schemes where an adjustment in the
parameters leads to one of several different methods with different numerical properties
(e.g., [44,100,102]). Thomas [90] studied the three “classic” methods (Newmark, Houbolt,
and Wilson-6) and their applicability to the mooring dynamics problem. He concluded
that Houbolt was the best choice. This is not a surprising result — earlier, Park [74] noted
that Houbolt was a good choice for highly nonlinear problems. Thomas did not consider
any of the more modern developments in time integration that are taken up in more detail
in chapter 2.

In addition to Newmark and its variants which are popularly employed with finite

element based models, researchers in the cable dynamics field have employed a variety of
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different schemes for the temporal integration problem. Chiou and Leonard [17] use simple
backward finite differences. Sun et al. [86] use the generalized trapezoidal rule which is a
first-order variant of the Newmark method; it will be discussed in some detail in chapter 2.
Garrett [33] and Paulling and Webster [78] use the Adams-Moulton method, which in
first-order form reduces to the trapezoidal rule. Sanders [84] used a computationally
expensive but fourth-order accurate Runge-Kutta procedure. This is unusual in that most
researchers have accepted first- or second-order accuracy in order to reduce computational
expense.

The most popular finite difference scheme is the box method, in which the governing
equations are discretized on the half-grid point in both space and time. This method was
first employed for the solution of tow cable dynamics by Ablow and Schechter {1]. Since
then it has been employed in both towing and mooring applications by Milinazzo et al. [65],
Howell [46], Tjavaras [93], and Chatjigeorgiou and Mavrakos [15] among others. As will
be shown, the temporal portion of this discretization is a special form of the generalized-«
method to be developed in chapter 2. That development will also demonstrate that the box
method is seldom the best choice of temporal discretization schemes for the cable dynamics
problem. In a recent paper, Koh et al. [60] came to this same conclusion and proposed a

modified box method that used backward differences for the temporal discretization.

1.4.3 Forcing, boundary, and material effects

There is little disagreement in the proper method of incorporating fluid forces, including
buoyancy, viscous drag, and added mass forces, into state-of-the-art numerical codes.
As late as 1970, Casarella and Parsons [14] did choose to distinguish between models
according to the treatment of drag and whether or not tangential drag was included,Abut
there do not appear to be any significant differences between modern approaches. Likewise,
Breslin [6] laid the groundwork for a consistent treatment of buoyancy and effective tension
in modern codes. One significant source of hydrodynamic forcing that has not yet been
fully incorporated into a nonlinear time domain code is vortex-induced vibrations. This
is an area of active research [95].

The numerical treatment of the interaction of the cable with the sea bed is also an
area of active research. Three basic approaches are prevalent in the literature. Frequency

domain models (e.g., [94]) and some time domain models (e.g., [89]) cut the mooring off
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at the touchdown point and attach an equivalent linear spring and/or dashpot. This
approach is only valid for small dynamic motions about the static touchdown point. A
second method is the lift-off and grounding approach described by Nakajima et al. [66]
and Thomas [90]. In this method, the mass of the discrete nodes or elements is reduced to
zero as they approach the bottom. This simulates a perfectly rigid bottom with no impact
loads (a smooth rolling and unrolling of the cable, similar to the analytical calculations
of Aranha et al. [2]). Thomas noted significant numerical difficulties associated with the
implementation of lift-off and grounding. The third approach is to model the sea bed
as an elastic foundation. This method has been used by Inoue and Surendran [56] and
Webster [99]. It is relatively easy to implement and places few restrictions on the types of
systems that can be modeled. The primary difficulty with this method is in determining
appropriate elastic and damping constants to associate with a given type of soil. The
elastic foundation approach is the basis for the bottom interaction model developed as
part of this thesis.

For material effects, modern codes may or may not include the effects of material non-
linearities or bending stiffness. There is little disagreement, however, on the conditions
under which these effects should be included if an accurate response calculation is to be
made. Most finite element codes, developed for riser systems that are built from relatively
large diameter metal pipes, do include bending stiffness, but may neglect material non-
linearities without a significant loss of accuracy. In the oceanographic community where
small diameter synthetic mooring lines are common, material nonlinearities can be impor-
tant and bending stiffness can often be neglected. Some codes employ a hybrid approach
whereby bending stiffness is included only in low tension regions as a numerical smooth-
ing effect (e.g., [87]). A general purpose code should allow for both linear and nonlinear

materials and for materials with and without bending stiffness.

1.5 Overview of the thesis

Chapter 2 describes the development of the generalized-a method for the time integration
of the cable equations. As an example, the governing continuous partial differential equa-
tions for mooring lines in two dimensions are presented and the reduction to semi-discrete

form, using spatial finite differences, is derived. The analysis of the stability of a time
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integration scheme is introduced using the stability of the box method as an example.
Potential problems with the box method are described and alternative methods are ex-
plored. The generalized-a method is introduced and the stability and accuracy of the
method as applied to the cable equations are presented. Comparison is made between the
new method and many of the previously used methods, including backward differences
and the generalized trapezoidal family.

Additional details about the numerical program, including boundary conditions and
the handling of bottom interaction effects, are described in chapter 3. The algorithms
used for spatial mesh refinement and adaptive time stepping are also described. Details
not provided in chapter 3 are given in the appendices.

The field experiment is described in chapter 4. The centerpiece of the experiment was
a heavily instrumented all chain mooring. Mooring hardware and instrumentation are
described. Calibration and data quality issues are also discussed.

The model is validated and the numerical parameters used in the model are studied in
chapter 5. The validation is based on analytical and experimental results for a laboratory
scale hanging chain problem and on full-scale mooring data from the experiments described
in chapter 4.

Chapter 6 details a statistical and analytical study of the different contributions to
the dynamic tension in geometrically compliant systems. These contributions are char-
acterized as drag, stiffness (geometric and elastic), and inertia. The study is based on
experimental data and extensive numerical runs. Statistical and spectral analyses are
used along with parametric numerical studies to isolate each of the different tension mech-
anisms. The result of these analyses is a very simple model that can be used to predict
dynamic tension given a basic characterization of mooring properties, steady state tension,
and sea state parameters. The chapter concludes with an investigation of the effect of the
directionality (vertical, horizontal, vertical and horizontal, fully three-dimensional) of the
input motion.

A detailed examination of the interaction between the mooring line and the bottom
is presented in chapter 7. This includes numerical and laboratory simulations of cases
where there is significant buckling of the line in the region near the touchdown point. The
implications of the shock condition at the touchdown point are also considered.

Conclusions and recommendations for follow-on study are presented in chapter 8.
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1.6 Original contributions

The numerical program developed in this thesis is based on that of Tjavaras [93] and
Howell [46]. In the thesis, the program is extended to include bottom interaction effects
and adaptive discretizations in time step and mesh density. A new temporal integration
scheme, the generalized-a method, is developed and placed in the context of the recent
structural analysis literature. An analysis of the stability and accuracy of the overall
procedure is presented and comparisons are made with other schemes. The new procedure
has substantially improved stability properties when compared to the old method. The
model validation detailed in chapter 5 is new for this particular numerical model.

The analysis of dynamic tension in geometrically compliant systems in chapter 6,
using regular and random, vertical, horizontal and three-dimensional input motions, and
a broad range of hydrodynamic and material parameters, is more extensive than any of the
previous work in this area. The approach to and the development of the simple formula
for predicting dynamic tension in these system is unique to this thesis.

Finally, the consideration of the extreme responses of the mooring line on the bottom
is new. Previous authors [2,94] have limited their analyses to the subsonic case. This is the
first time that the shock criterion has been experimentally verified and the implications

of the tension shocks observed and discussed.
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Chapter 2

Development of the Time

Integration Algorithm

2.1 Governing partial differential equation

Detailed derivations of the three-dimensional dynamic governing equations for a cable with
bending stiffness suspended in water are provided by Tjavaras [93]. For completeness, a
derivation of the two-dimensional equations, upon which the analyses presented in this
chapter are based, is provided in Appendix A. While the procedure developed below can
be applied equally well to both two- and three-dimensional models (as will be illustrated
through the use of both in subsequent chapters), the two-dimensional equations are used
here for simplicity and succinctness; the two-dimensional model requires six equations

where the three-dimensional model requires thirteen. The two-dimensional equations for
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a nonlinearly elastic cable with bending stiffness in steady current are

Oe 8¢ ou

¢

! — —

T(e)a—sngg—m-a—t-%-mvat wg CoS ¢

- %pwdﬁCdtuT |ur| V1+€=0, (2.1)
S, ¢ ov nd? . o¢

s + T(e)—a—s — (m+my) i [mu + (pr + ma) (U cos ¢+ Vsing) B

+ wp sing — %pwdCdnvr lop| V1 +€e=0, (2.2)
ou d¢p Oc

% Ves = (23)
ov  0¢ 0p

95 T Y 3s (1+¢) 5 = 0, (2.4)
9¢ _

=- Q5 =0, (2.5)
EI% + 5, (1+¢€®=0. (2.6)

The cable properties are defined by the tension strain relationship, T'(e), wet weight, wy,
mass, m, and added mass, m,, per unit length, diameter, d, and normal and tangential
drag coefficients, Cy, and Cgy,. The motion and force state of the cable is completely
described by five degrees of freedom (DOF): tangential and normal velocity, © and v,
strain, €, shear force, S, and inclination, ¢. A sixth DOF, the curvature of the cable, Q3,
is introduced to remove higher order derivatives of ¢. The current is given in the global
vertical and horizontal coordinates by U and V, respectively. The relative velocities in

local coordinates are given by

ur =u— Ucos¢— Vsing, (2.7)
v, = v+ Using — V cos ¢. (2.8)

The independent variables are s, the Lagrangian coordinate measuring length along the

unstretched cable and ¢, time. Equations 2.1 through 2.6 can be cast in matrix — vector
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form as

Yy 8y -
Z il - 2.
M~ + Koo +F(Y,8,8) =0 (2.9)

where Y = [¢, Sy, u, v, ¢, Q3]T and the mass and stiffness matrices, M and K, and the

forcing vector F are defined in appendix A.

2.2 Discretization of the governing equation

The discretization of the partial differential Y

governing equation can proceed in several differ-
ent ways. A straightforward method is to use fi-
nite differences in both space and time using the
box method. This is the approach taken by Ablow
and Schechter {1}, Howell [46], Tjavaras [93], Chatji-
georgiou and Mavrakos [15], and others. With

this scheme, the discrete equations are written
ing what look lik itional backward differ- . : |

using what look like traditional backward differ Figure 2-1: Stencil of the box method.

ences, but because the discretization is applied on

the half-grid points the method is second-order accurate (see appendix B). The stencil for

the method is shown in figure 2-1. The result is a four point average centered around the

half-grid point. Equation 2.9 becomes

: , Yi — yil . . Yi_ o —vyil
-1 J J -1 j-—1 j—1
(M;- + M ) (-——t—> + (M;-_1 + M;._l) (———;——~)
Yi-Y: e

. ) . Yih - Y
] i J j-1 -1 ~1 g j—1
) . - -
+ (Fi+Fi +F +FTh) =00 (210)
The subscripts j define the spatial grid points (the nodes) and the superscripts 7 define
the temporal grid points (the time steps). For n nodal points, equation 2.10 defines a

system of 6(n — 1) equations to be solved for the 6n dependent variables at time step i.

The six equations needed to complete the problem are provided by boundary conditions.
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2.3 Stability of the box method

The most convenient way to analyze the stability of the box method is to consider the
stability of the method as applied to an equivalent linear, single DOF system in semi-
discrete form. The first step is to apply the half-grid spatial discretization of the box
method to equation 2.9. At each half-grid point we derive a set of six equations which we

can write as

=0 (2.11)

where the overdot signifies differentiation with respect to time. The nodal matrices M

and K, and vector F are defined by

0 0 —-mj 0 (mv)j-1
0 0 0 —(m+mg)j—1 — [mu + (pw’rT‘jl2 + ma> (Ucos¢ + Vsind))]
Y -1 0 0 0 0
72 0 0 0 0 —(1+ €)1
0 0 0 0 ‘ 0
| 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 —my 0 (mv); 0-
0 0 0 —(m+mg); — [mu—l— (/Ow"%2 —l—ma) (U cos ¢+ Vsinqﬁ)]j 0
-1 0 0O 0 0 0 (212
0 0 0 0 ~(1+¢€); 0
0 0 O 0 0 0
0 0 O 0 0 O_
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‘ ~(TI+T!y) 0 0 0 Spj+Sp1 O
0 -2 0 0 —(Tj+T) 0
& - 0 0 -2 0  v+vj 0
72 0 0 0 -2 —(uj+ujq) 0
0 0 0 0 -2 0
0 0 0 0 0 —2EI
T/+Tj_, 0 0 0 —(Sp;+Snj—1) O ]
0 2 00 Tj+Tj 0
0 020 —(y+v-) O )
0 00 2  wi+us 0
0 000 2 0
0 00 0 0 2EI|
[~y (c0s ¢ + cos ¢51) — $pumdCa, | (wr lurl VIF€), + (r fur VIFE) |
wo (sin ¢; + sin ¢;_1) + 3pudCy, [('Ur lor| V1 +e€); + (v vy M)jwl]
Foi= °
J—3 0
—Q3; — Q351
_ [Sh(l—kef]jﬁ—[Sﬁ(l%—ef]j_l ]

(2.14)

The shapes of the matrices and vectors in equation 2.11 are diagrammed in figure 2-2.
If we assemble the blocks associated with the n — 1 nodal matrices and vectors (along
with appropriate boundary conditions) according to the scheme shown in figure 2-3, then
it is clear that we can write the semi-discrete equation of motion for all of the dependent

variables at all of the nodes as
MY + KY +F =0. (2.15)

This is similar to the assembly procedure common in finite element analysis [48]. From the

semi-discrete equation of motion, then, we proceed to reduce the system to a single DOF,
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Figure 2-3: Assembly proceduré for the nodal matrices and vectors into global form. With
N;+ N, = N total boundary conditions the system is square. The procedure for the global
mass matrix and force vector is similar.

linear, homogeneous problem to analyze the stability of the numerical time integration
procedure. In general, the stability of equation 2.15 in full, nonlinear form, cannot be
studied analytically. The usual practice is to study the same numerical procedure on
a simplified model equation, and extrapolate stability properties from there [48, 100].
Numerical experiments can then be used to verify the analytical result on the full-scale
problem.

The equivalent linear, homogeneous, single DOF problem is
y+wy=0. (2.16)

Applying the box method’s temporal discretization yields a second-order accurate approx-
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imation for ¢/
7+ +w(y ) =0, (2.17)

where

7 i—~1
pegil=9(Y Y ) 2.18
i =2 (L (2.18)

Rearranging equation 2.18 yields the recursion relationships

. i1 .

g =2 (%—) — g, | (2.19)
AR .

Yt = - (g’ -+ g’—l) +ytL (2.20)

If we substitute each of the recursion relationships separately into equation 2.17 we can

write equations for y* and ¢ in matrix form as

] 2—wit i—1
i e -1 |
w

The 2 x 2 matrix on the right hand side of equation 2.21 is the amplification matrix. The

spectral radius, p, of this matrix, defined as
p = max(|A1], |Az]), (2.22)

governs the growth or decay of the solution from one time step to the next [48]. A; 2 are
the eigenvalues of the amplification matrix. For p < 1, the solution will remain steady or
decay and is said to be stable. For p > 1, the solution will grow and is said to be unstable.

For the time integration scheme defined by the box method,

_ 2 —wAt
24+ wAt

Ay = —1, (2.24)

A (2.23)

and the spectral radius is unity (and the scheme is stable) for all values of w and At.

When there are no conditions on stability, a procedure is called unconditionally stable.
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An alternative analysis of the stability of the box method, using classical von Neumann
stability analysis for finite difference methods, is provided in appendix B.

In spite of the unconditional stability of the box method, however, the scheme has
significant problems. Because the update equation for y* in equation 2.21 is decoupled

i—1

from 7*~! we can simply write

. 2 — wAt .
= [ ) L 2.2
y (2 +wAt) y (2.25)

As wAt goes to infinity this becomes
Y= —y L (2.26)

This is the phenomenon known as Crank-Nicolson noise [100], whereby the high frequency
components of the solution oscillate with every time step. In a linear problem, this noise
can be removed by computing step-to-step averages once the solution is completed. For a
nonlinear problem, however, the noise can be a source of instability and hence should be
eliminated as the solution progresses.

A second, related, problem is that the spectral radius is constant at unity. An ar-
tifact of the spatial discretization process is that at some point the high frequency (or
equivalently, high spatial wave number) components of the solution are not well resolved
and the numerical solution is inaccurate. For this reason it is desirous to have numerical
dissipation in a scheme such that the spectral radius is less than unity for increasing values
of wAt [48]. The box method has no numerical dissipation. '

Finally, Wood [100] cites difficulties with averaging schemes in general as applied to

nonlinear problems. For the nonlinear single DOF case, equation 2.17 can be written as
i+ 5+ wiy 4 iy = 0, (2.27)

The update equation for ¢, equation 2.25, becomes

. 2 — WAL 5
Y e ) PVt 3 , 2.2
y ( 2+ Wit ) y (2.28)

and the stability now becomes conditional as the parameter w changes with time. The
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practice suggested by Hughes [49], Wood [100] and others, for avoiding this problem is to

use an averaged value of w, such as

G ety L
¢+ + (w——-2—w——) (v +y 1) =0. (2.29)

2.4 Alternatives to the box method

Given the stability problems associated with the box method, a new solution method
is sought. Hughes [48] cites the following desirable characteristics in a time-stepping

algorithm:

1. Unconditional stability when applied to linear problems: Unconditional stability
allows the time step to be chosen based on accuracy and resolution concerns, without

regard for purely numerical issues.

2. No more than one set of implicit equations to be solved at each time step: This
minimizes computational expense compared to schemes which may achieve a high

order of accuracy at a significant computational cost.

3. At least second-order accuracy: This is a reflection of the constraints imposed by
Dahlquist’s theorem which states that a third-order accurate method with the most
appropriate stability conditions does not exist [48]. Again, without a significant

increase in computational effort, second-order accuracy is the best we can do.

4. Controllable algorithmic dissipation in the higher modes: In some cases with suffi-
ciently small temporal and spatial discretizations, it may be desirable to have less

high frequency numerical dissipation.

5. Self-starting, no information is needed prior to time step zero: Accuracy at time
step zero (and thus accurate algorithm starting information) is critical in transient
analysis applications. It is less important in cases where we can slowly ramp up a

forcing scenario and are not concerned with start-up transients.
Hulbert [51] adds the following two desirable characteristics:

6. Single step, that is the solution at i depends only on information at 7 and 7 — 1:

The advantage to a single step algorithm is that it facilitates the implementation
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of an adaptive time-stepping scheme. If the time step is to be adjusted to At; in
going from step i — 1 to step ¢, then the storage and computational requirement are
significantly reduced if the solution at ¢ does not also depend on information at ¢ —2

which is Aty behind 7 — 1.

7. Asymptotically annihilating, or p — 0 as wAt — oo: Asymptotic annihilation is
particularly beneficial in nonlinear problems where it is desirable to damp out high
frequency noise in just one time step [19]. If the spectral radius at infinity is greater
than zero, possibly destabilizing noise sources may take several time steps to decay

completely.

Finally, based on the idea that nonlinear coefficients should be averaged as discussed

above, we add that an algorithm should have:
8. A clear approach to the averaging of temporal coeflicient matrices.

Of unconditionally stable single step algorithms, Thomas [90] compared three his-
torically popular algorithms, Newmark, Houbolt, and Wilson-8, as applied to mooring
dynamics problems. His conclusion was that Houbolt was the best choice of the three.
Other recent authors, however, have noted that Houbolt has an undesirable amount of
low frequency dissipation [19,48]. Also, while asymptotically annihilating, the numerical
dissipation cannot be controlled (i.e., it can only be asymptotically annihilating). In work
similar to that described here, Koh et al. [60] proposed a method that retained the box
method’s spatial discretization but replaced the temporal discretization with a backward
difference scheme. This scheme is asymptotically annihilating, but only first-order accu-
rate. Sun et al. [86] employ a generalized trapezoidal rule, which does allow for controllable
dissipation, but is only first-order accurate when there is dissipation. Zueck [103] uses the
Newmark method, which is the generalized trapezoidal rule for second-order problems,
and as such also loses second-order accuracy when numerical dissipation is present.

In the structural dynamics literature, several different schemes have been proposed to
satisfy the above outlined criteria. Most are developed to solve the second-order semi-
discrete structural dynamics equations, but can be adapted to the first-order problem
considered here. In fact, equation 2.15 has the same form as the semi-discrete equation

for transient heat conduction finite element problems.
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Some of the more recently proposed schemes include the HHT-« [42] and WBZ-« [101]
methods which combine Newmark style difference formulas with some temporal averaging
of the terms in the semi-discrete equation of motion. HHT-« averages stiffness, damping
and force terms. WBZ-a averages the mass terms. Cornwell and Malkus [20] have applied
the HHT-a method to the first-order semi-discrete heat conduction equation. Bazzi and
Anderheggen [3] proposed a method whereby the spectral radius at infinity was directly
set as the sole parameter of the scheme and no coeflicient averaging was required. With
dissipation, however, it is only O(At) accurate. Several multi-parameter “unified” sets of
algorithms have been published (e.g., [44,71,102]). Through appropriate choices in the
parameters, these authors are able to implement many of the older methods in addition
to new schemes. Hoff and Pahl [44, 45] developed what appears to be the most all-
encompassing such scheme, based on six different parameters. Niemi [71] developed a set
intended directly for the first-order problem. For our purposes, however, the large multi-
parameter families in their most general forms do not offer a clear and direct approach
to the temporal averaging of the nonlinear coefficient matrices. A reasonably complete
family of algorithms that does offer such a clear approach is the generalized-a method
proposed by Chung and Hulbert [18]. The method is a subset of Hoff and Pahl’s [44] six
parameter family and can be seen as a straightforward combination of the WBZ-o and

HHT-o algorithms.

2.5 The Generalized-a method

Cornwell and Malkus [20] applied the HHT-o algorithm to the first-order problem. In this
method the semi-discrete equation of motion is discretized with temporal averaging of the

stiffness and force terms,
MY! + (1 — o)KY? 4+ aKY" ! + (1 - @)F + oF 71 = 0. (2.30)
The difference equation is the same as for the generalized trapezoidal rule [48],

Yi = Yi-1 4 At [(1 )Yl 4 W"] . (2.31)
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15¢ order problem 2°d order problem

algorithm y ar  apn

box method : 11 Ablow and Schechter [1]

backward differences 1 0 0 Koh et al [60]

generalized trapezoidal [2,1] 0 0 Sun et ol [86] Newmark [70]
Cornwell and Malkus -« o 0 Cornwell and Malkus [20] HHT-« [42]
WBZ-« ; +a 0 « WBZ-a [101]

Table 2.1: Algorithms included in the generalized-a method. The box method and «

methods are second-order accurate given the v values as shown. The generalized trape-

zoidal rule is second-order accurate only for v = % Backward differences are always

first-order accurate.

Following Chung and Hulbert’s development of the generalized-a method for second-order

equations, we add temporal averaging of the mass terms and equation 2.30 becomes

(1 — a)MY? + 4y MY + (1 — a))KY? + ap KY™ 1 + (1 — o) E¥ + aF! = 0.
(2.32)

The three parameter family of algorithms defined by equations 2.31 and 2.32 defines the
generalized-o method for the first-order semi-discrete problem. Several of the algorithms
that can be implemented through appropriate choices for v, ai, and ay,, are summarized

in table 2.5.

2.5.1 Accuracy

As before we analyze the accuracy and stability of the method by studying a single DOF

problem

(1= am)y’ + amy™ ! + (1 - ap)wy’ + opwy™ + (L—ap) ff + o f71 =0,  (2.33)

Y=yt AL[(1—-9) 9 + 9] (2.34)

The order of accuracy of the method is determined based on a multi-step (information at
possibly more than just ¢ and ¢ —1), single-stage (only y or 3§ appears, but not both) version
of the recursion relationship defined by equations 2.33 and 2.34. If we write equation 2.33

at time step i, eliminate ¢* using equation 2.34, and add the result to equation 2.33 written
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at ¢ — 1 and multiplied by A¢(1 — ), we find

[(1 - am) + ywAt(l — )] o'
— 1~ 200, — WAL (1~ 7 — o + 2ye)] ¥ — [om — wAtar(l — 1)y 2

+ Aty(1 — o) f 4+ At (1 — v — o + 2yay) f7 + Atag(1 —7)f72 = 0. (2.35)

The local truncation error, 7, is the error associated with the use of the difference

equation 2.35 instead of the exact ordinary differential equation

y(t) + wy(t) + f(t) = 0. (2.36)

Ify (t’) is an exact solution to this ODE at time ¢!, then the truncation error is defined
by [48]
. 1 3 . .
7(t) = 57 2 [Bay (77) + Cuf (£77)], (2.37)

n=0

where B, and C,, are the coefficients of the 3¢ and f* in equation 2.35. Expanding y and
f terms in Taylor series about t* and then eliminating forcing terms using the exact ODE,

equation 2.36, yields after some algebraic manipulation
() =At (3 —v—om+ox)i (') +0(A). (2.38)
Thus, the method is second-order accurate if
Y+ o —ag = 1. (2.39)

2.5.2 Stability

Following the same procedure as employed with the box method, the generalized-a method

for first-order problems can be written in amplification matrix form as
i i-1
[y} =al’ ] (2.40)
yi yi—l
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where the amplification matrix is defined as

1 (1 — ap) — yorwAt At(1 —v—ap)
(1 —am) + (1 — o )wAt —w —am — (1 —7) (1 — o )wAt

A=
(2.41)

The eigenvalues of this matrix are

1
A12

= 200 — 14+ (1 — v~ 2 At
“ 2[ywAt (o — 1) + ay — 1] am A=y -+ a)w

:!:\/szt2 [(7 —1)% + o (g + 2y — 2)] + 2wAt[y + 2a, — o — 1]+ 1. (2.42)
The method will be stable for all values of wA¢t provided that

. (2.43)

N

N s

(ML

a, <

D=

ar <

?

Chung and Hulbert [18] suggested a procedure to reduce the scheme to a one parameter

method. Taking the limit as wAt — 00, the eigenvalues of the amplification matrix become

(843 Y — 1
AP, = {Ek——l T} (2.44)

Requiring second-order accuracy according to equation 2.39 yields A* as a function of ay

and ¢, only

1
g O — Oy — 5
A% = . 2.45
1,2 {ak—l’ak—-am+%} ( )
Then, by forcing A{® = AJ° we can determine oy and oy, such that the spectral radius at
infinity takes on a specific value
A% 3 +1

il Ry o

=T (2.46)

This yields a second-order accurate algorithm in which the only parameter is the spectral
radius at infinity, p*.

Spectral radii of some of the algorithfns that are included in table 2.5 along with

48




1.0 ¢ B Mo = -1
0.9 —
0.8 .
I —t
—~ 0.7 i
& !
2 06 !
g L
=05 4
() L 4
+S
Q 04 s
o I -0.33
A (T N T ™ s
03 [3————£7box method (0,=0.5, a, =0.5, =0.5) “.\
[ — — — - trapezoidal rule («,=0.0,  =0.0, y=0.5) \
0 2 | e backward difference (ak—oo «,=0.0, v=1.0) \‘,‘/ -1
. — — = HHT(CM)-a (&,=0.25, ot =0.0, y=0.75) ,( -
L — - — HHT(CM)-a (0,=0.1, @, =0.0, y=0.6) \
1 .. = 0.0 (@,=0.0, & =-0.5, v=1.0) v !
0. T G——©p. =025 (2,=-0.33, a,=-1.17, y=1.33) Vi
+—+p_—075 {o,=-3.0, 0lm——65 1=4) .
0.0 N s P B O ik ) AT,,=0.0
Y 3 0 1 2 3
10 1 O 1 O 10 10 10 10
w-At
Figure 2-4: Spectral radii of the generalized-a family algorithms.
results for various values of p are shown in figure 2-4. Note that taking A>® € [0,1) as

the basis for the spectral radius results in a different set of algorithms than A* € [-1,0].
For p* =1 the only option is the negative eigenvalue and this results in the box method.
A non-dissipative algorithm with A® = 41 cannot be achieved. The asymptotically
annihilating form of the algorithm is defined by a; = 0, o, = ——%, and v = 1.

The addition of averaging of the mass terms and the «;, parameter provides the extra
degree of freedom that we need to control both the accuracy and the stability over the full
frequency range. Equations 2.39 and 2.42 define a system of three equations and three
unknowns. Without the third parameter, ¢,,, we would still have three equations but only
the two unknowns, v and ag. The results from Cornwell and Malkus [20] reflect the fact
that both A; and A2 cannot be controlled while maintaining second-order accuracy. This
leads to the bifurcations in the spectral radii, evident in figure 2-4, and at some point an
increase in spectral radius with frequency. Their suggested algorithm is o = %, v = %.

Without «y,, this is the only possible algorithm that drives the bifurcation point to co. It

is the same algorithm that results from setting \>® = —% in equation 2.46.
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2.6 Application to the nonlinear problem

In applying the generalized-a method to the nonlinear problem we must choose the time
point at which we will evaluate M, K, and F. A natural choice, consistent with the
practice suggested by Hughes {49] for nonlinear first-order problems and exemplified by
equation 2.29, is provided by the temporal averaging of terms that is already a part of the

method. At time step ¢ equation 2.32 becomes

(1 _ am)Mi—amYz' + amMi—ain—l

+(1- ak)f{i_a"Yi + Ozkf{i_akYi_l +(1- ak)ﬁ’ + ak[’:_i_l =0, (247)

where the averaged coefficient matrices are defined as

M= = (1 — 0, )M + @, M1, and (2.48)

Ko = (1 — ap)K! + ¢ KL (2.49)

For use with the nonlinear solver described in appendix C, in which the global stiffness and
mass matrices are never explicitly assembled, it is more convenient to expand equation 2.47

as

(1 = o) 2NV + (1 — o) [MiYi—l +Mi—1Yi;l + a2Vl
+ (1= ) 2R + o (1 — ap) [Kivi-l + f{i—lvi] + oK1y

+ (1 —op)F + o F71 = 0. (2.50)

Equation 2.50 represents the temporally and spatially discretized form of the two- or
three-dimensional cable dynamics equations. The numerical program that implements this
discretization is described in chapter 3. In chapter 5, this program is used to examine the
stability of the generalized-a method as applied to the nonlinear cable dynamics equations,

with particular emphasis on appropriate choices for ay, am,, and v (or /\ff’Z).
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Chapter 3

Implementation of the Numerical

Program

The time integration procedure described in chapter 2 is only one piece of the numerical
program that was developed as part of this thesis. Other important pieces include the
boundary conditions that round out the governing equations to form a fully determined
system of equations and the static solution which serves as the initial condition for the
dynamic solution. The entire solution procedure is diagrammed in figure 3-1. The more
interesting blocks are described below. Details of the nonlinear solution procedure are
presented in appendix C. The shooting method solution, which serves as the initial guess
for the static solution, is described in appendix D. The calculation of coordinate positions
is presented in appendix E. Details of the program interface and the procedure for model

and environment description are given by Gobat et al. [35].

3.1 Boundary conditions

As mentioned in the derivation of the semi-discrete equation of motion in chapter 2, the
governing equations provide only N x (n — 1) equations for the N unknown DOF at each
of the n nodes. The remaining N equations that are needed to completely determine the
solution are provided by boundary conditions. The procedures for specifying the boundary
conditions for the static and dynamic problems are described separately, below. Note that’
much of the complexity in the specification of the static boundary conditions arises from

the fact that the coordinate positions of the boundaries are not explicitly included as
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Figure 3-1: Flowchart of the complete numerical solution procedure. Details are given in
the text and the appendices.

dependent variables in the governing equations. For a discussion about the merits of this

formulation see appendix E.

3.1.1 Static problem

For the two-dimensional static problem there are four unknowns at each node (N = 4, see
appendix A for details). The most common boundary conditions are based on specifying
zero curvature at both ends and applying a known force at the top end. Zero curvature

is realistic if the cable is attached top and bottom with a joint, shackle, or pivot that
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releases the moment at the termination. The applied force at the top end comes from
environmental and other applied forces (a tensioning winch for example) on the platform

(buoy, ship, drill rig, etc.). The four additional equations are

3, = 0, (3.1)
Q3, =0, (3.2)
Fy — [T(€n) 08 $y — Sun sing] = 0, (3:3)
Fy + [T(en) sin ¢y, + Sup o5 ] = 0, (3.4)

where F;; and F), are the applied forces at node n in the global? and ?.directions, respec-
tively.

In many cases, F; and F are not known directly. For oceanographic surface moorings
the interaction between mooring forces and buoy forces are coupled through the buoy draft.
Thus, F; and Fy cannot be known before the problem is solved. For offshore applications,
the specified boundary condition is often the position of the platform relative to the
anchor and the forces F; and Fj are sought as part of the solution. To accommodate
these conditions we must iteratively solve the static problem with consecutively better

guesses at the top forces until the desired conditions are satisfied.

Solving for buoy draft

Vertical and horizontal forces applied by a surface buoy to the cable segment under the
buoy are a function of the buoy draft and the known buoyancy and drag properties of
the buoy. The solution begins with forces calculated from the draft found as part of the
initial shooting solution, H 3. After solving the full nonlinear equilibrium problem, we
then calculate the actual draft, Hg, for these forces based on the position of the top node.

The absolute error is
ey = HY — HJ. (3.5)

To bracket the solution we make a second guess

0
Hl= {1+ ﬂdeTH> Y, (3.6)
e ]

53




that is some small percentage, u4, above or below the initial guess, depending on the
sign of the error. g expresses the confidence interval on the initial shooting solution.
A value of pg = 0.1 is typically conservative and works well. With the actual solution
now bracketed between Hg and H, ;, we proceed to use a linear interpolation root finding
technique [82] to calculate a final solution. This root finding procedure forms a second,
outer loop of iterations. At each new guessed draft we must go through a new series of
iterations within the nonlinear solution procedure to solve the problem. The inner loop
of iterations calculates the equilibrium position for a given applied static force based on
the current best guess at the draft. The outer iterations continue until the guessed draft

coincides (to within some specified tolerance) with the calculated draft.

Resolving platform position

For the case where we know the position of the upper platform we can use a similar outer
loop iteration procedure to change the topside applied force until the top end is brought

into that position. The adjusted applied force at each outer iteration is calculated from
PR = g (X’k - X) (3.7)

where F* and X* are the applied force vector and calculated position of the platform
at outer iteration k, and X is the desired position of the platform. pp is a numerical
“stiffness” factor that can be used to accelerate or slow the procedure. These outer loop
iterations continue until the calculated platform position is within some specified tolerance
of the known position. The initial values for the forces are determined from the shooting
method solution which uses this same procedure to bring the platform to the required
coordinates.

A third situation requiring outer iterations arises from the inverse of the platform
positioning problem. In this case, the tension is specified but the horizontal offset of the
platform relative to the anchor is unknown. In this case we must iterate on the angle
¢ at the top node such that the specified tension produces forces F; and Fj such that
the platform is on the surface. Like the solution for buoy draft, we can take advantage
of the fact that the initial shooting solution for ¢ at the top node should be reasonably

accurate. Using that initial solution as the first guess, the final solution can be bracketed
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with a second guess that is only some small distance away from the initial guess. Once ¢
is bracketed, it can be computed using either bisection or linear interpolation [82]. Again,
the outer iterations proceed until the calculated vertical position of the platform is within

some specified tolerance of the vertical coordinate of the surface.

3.1.2 Dynamic problem

For the two-dimensional dynamic problem with 6 degrees of freedom per node we need
to formulate a total of six boundary conditions at the two ends. Like the static problem,
two equations are provided by releasing moments at the two terminations. At the anchor
we simply impose no motion by setting both normal and tangential velocities to zero. At
the top we can impose either time varying forces or velocities in the two global directions.
Velocities are the more common case, as we are typically interested in the response of the
system to a specified environmentally induced motion of the top of the mooring. In this

case, the six boundary equations are

Qst =0, (3.8)
ut =0, (3.9)
vt =0, (3.10)
Qs = 0, (3.11)
U} — (4}, cos ¢, — vnsingh) =0, (3.12)
V; — (u, singf, + vy cos ¢L) =0, (3.13)

where U} and V; are the specified velocities at time step ¢ in the global vertical and
horizontal directions, respectively.
Velocities are typically specified in one of three ways. The first case is a regular motion

specified as displacements in the two global directions

m} = Ay sin (wgt’ + 9¥s) , (3.14)

yh = Aysin (wyt’ + 4y . (3.15)
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The velocities for this case are

U} = Agw, cos (thi + T/Jm) , (3.16)

Vf = Ayw, cos (wyti +y) , (3.17)

where A; y, Wz y, and 1, define the amplitude, period, and relative phase of the displace-
ments in the two directions, respectively.

Secondly, we may specify a random motion profile for a given sea state by breaking the
spectrum into a summation of individual frequency components with separate amplitudes
and random phases [29]. For example, a Bretschneider spectrum, specified with a modal
frequency, wy,, and significant height, H,

1.25 w4 0 —1.95(¥m 4
SWw) = =222z (53 (3.18)
can be discretized over m frequencies, wy, with a spacing of Aw. The amplitude of the

k" component is

A = /25(wi) Aw. (3.19)

The displacement is the sum of all the discrete components

m
AP =" Agsin (£ + ). (3.20)
k=1
The random phases, 1y, are generated as uniform random numbers on the interval [—=, 7].

The total velocity is

m
U} = Z Apwy cos (wit' + ). (3.21)
k=1
This procedure is not limited to spectra which are known analytically. It can easily be
applied to wave spectra derived from field data gathered by such instruments as wave-
following buoys and acoustic doppler current profilers.
Finally, for model validation purposes it is often convenient to impose an entire time

series of motion onto the top of the mooring. These time series might be the integrated
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motions from accelerometer data that were recorded during storm events. Given the known
platform motion we can compare model predicted tensions to those actually recorded in
the field. The velocity record necessary for this application can either be numerically
integrated from acceleration or numerically differentiated from displacements, depending
on the available data. If the velocity record consists of discretely sampled points, U, with

a spacing between points of At, then the velocity at time step ¢ is interpolated by

) i
Ut = (U§+1 - Uf) ( Akt 1) +UF, (3.22)

where k defines the appropriate index into the zero-offset velocity record,

i
k = int (Atv) + 1. (3.23)

3.2 Bottom interaction

Following the same basic approach as Webster [99], the unilateral boundary condition
at the sea floor is modeled as an elastic foundation with linear stiffness and damping
properties. Given the vertical coordinate of the bottom, which may vary with horizontal
position, Tpettom(y), the bottom exerts a force on node j if ; < Zpottom (). For both

static and dynamic problems the force is defined as
By = klzj, (3.24)

where k is the stiffness per unit length of the bottom. In static problems the force is
constrained so that Fy < wy. The force is always assumed to act in the global vertical
direction and as such can be treated simply as a modification to the wet weight, wg, in

the governing equations. In the dynamic problem we also add a damping force,
Fy = —bvj, (3.25)

where b is the dashpot constant of the bottom and v; is the normal velocity of node j.
One of the disadvantages of this approach is that appropriate values for k and b are
difficult to calculate without extensive field and laboratory experimental testing of soils.

For most problems, however, the gross response of the system is largely insensitive to the
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choice of values. Typically, we specify k as the fraction of the line wet weight that will
be supported with a deflection equal to one diameter. A non-dimensional form of the

stiffness, I~c, can be defined as that fraction,

- kd
k= (3.26)

The damping constant b is calculated from a specified value of a damping ratio, {. Given
¢, the mass plus added mass of the grounded line, m + m,, and the natural frequency of

the elastic foundation/cable system, wy,, the damping constant is [92]
b=2((m+m,)wn. (3.27)

The natural frequency of the system is calculated as

[k
Wp = m. (328)

A damping ratio of 0.5 is typically sufficient to eliminate any spurious high frequency
effects that result from the line impacting the bottom without significantly affecting overall
system response.

The advantages to this treatment of the bottom are the simplicity with which it can be
implemented and the generality which it allows. The approach places no restrictions on
the number of touchdown points or where and how those points move during the dynamic
problem because the entire mooring, including grounded line, is always “in play”. This
contrasts with approaches which may track a single touchdown point, adding or removing
line from the problem to calculate a dynamic response only for line that is instantaneously
above that point. The implementation described above has no difficulty handling cases
in which positively buoyant portions of the line float above the bottom between heavier
portions of line which remain on the bottom or in which a traveling wave of ungrounded

line moves along a portion of grounded line.

58



3.3 Refinement of the spatial discretization

In many moorings with low flexural stiffness, the half grid spatial discretization can lead to
undesirable spatial oscillations in the solution. This phenomenon can be easily understood

by considering the equation relating shear force to curvature,

EU%?+SM1+Q3=& (3.29)

For a static solution this equation is discretized as

Q3; — Q351

2F1
[ As;

] +Snj (1 +€)° + Snj_1 (1 +€j-1)° = 0. (3.30)

If EI ~ 0 and € << 1 as is typical, the only solution (barring As; = 0) is Sp; & —Sn;_1-
If |S,| > 0, the shear force will oscillate about zero from one node to the next. This error
is particularly manifest in areas of high curvature and at the boundaries. The problem
can be minimized by increasing the density of the spatial mesh [10].

Without a priori knowledge of the static solution the most easily applied spatial dis-

cretization is uniform,

L

n-—1

As; = : (3.31)

where L is the length of the cable segment and n is the number of nodes used in the
discretization. Unfortunately, a uniform mesh with small As to reduce spatial oscillations
can require large numbers of nodes. An alternative is to make the mesh finer only in
problem areas: areas of high curvature and at the boundaries. To automate this allocation
of nodes we can develop a procedure such that given a static solution based on a uniform
mesh, we can optimize the mesh in some sense and then recalculate the static solution to
take advantage of the refinement. The procedure outlined below is based on that described
by Eggleton [27]. Tt is worth noting that Press et al. [82] describe a procedure, also based
on Eggleton’s approach, that adaptively refines the mesh as part of the nonlinear solution
procedure. That procedure had significant problems with convergence when applied to the
geometrically nonlinear problems considered here. It also requires that three equations

and additional dependent variables be added into the problem.
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The approach to mesh refinement can be understood by considering a minimization of

the sum given by

n
3 lew (Q(s5) — Da(sj-1)) + (55— 55-1)1°- (3.32)
j=2

The s; coordinates of the n nodes are unknown, but from our previous static solution we

can provide a good estimate of (3(s) for any value of s. The first term in the sum will keep

nodes close together in areas of high variability in €3. The second term will keep nodes
from getting too far apart in areas with low variability in Q3. ¢, is a constant that controls

the weighting used to place nodes with respect to the two effects. ¢, >> 1 will result in a

large proportion of the n available nodes being used in areas of high curvature with large

spacing Between the remaining nodes in other regions of the system. In contrast, ¢, <<1
results in a nearly uniform mesh, with little emphasis placed on refining mesh density in
high curvature regions.

Minimizing equation 3.32 requires that we solve an n degree of freedom nonlinear least
squares problem. Alternatively, we can approximate the sum as an integral and cast the

minimization as a variational problem. If we define the mesh control function

f(s) = cwfs(s) +s, (3.33)
then equation 3.32 is simply
n
> 1f(s5) — fls-1)- (3.34)
=2

Without affecting the solution of the minimization problem we can introduce a new in-
dependent variable, ¢, that varies uniformly throughout the mesh (Agq is a constant) and

rewrite the summation as

[ £(s5) — £(55-1)]7 (55— 85-1)° -
]_5_32[ oL 1] L (3.35)
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We can approximate this sum as the integral given by

L 2 L 2
df |“ ds dQs ds
—| ——ds. = — + 1| —ds. 3.36
/o[ds]dqs /o{c“’ds*}dqs (3.36)
The integral form can now be minimized by solving the variational problem

L

5 / [cwS2(s) + 1] 4 45 =0, (3.37)
0 dg

In writing equation 3.37 we have substituted a normalized estimate of the curvature gra-

dient, €2}, for the spatial derivative of Q3. 0} is defined as

Qo — Qo |
’ l 33 3j—1

.= k=1...n—1. 3.38
g max [Qgy, — Qap_q|’ " (3.38)

This formulation normalizes the curvature to have a maximum value of one and a lower
bound at zero. ¢,, can then be interpreted as the mesh density weight for curvature effects,
relative to unity.

The solution to the variational problem in equation 3.37 can be written as [21,27]

ds J¢]

sl 3.39
dg c,2+1 (3:39)

where [ is a constant to be determined. Equation 3.39 is a boundary value problem for
s with boundary conditions s = 0 at ¢ = 0 and s = L at ¢ = L. We use the shooting
method [82] and bisection to determine 3 such that all boundary conditions are satisfied.
Bounds on § can be derived by considering the extreme cases Q}(s) = 0 and ,(s) = 1;

both conditions lead to a uniform mesh,

Qs)=0 — 3—3 =1 = Buin=1, (3.40)
, ds
Qs)y=1 - o =1 = fmax=1+cy- (3.41)

With each trial 8, we integrate from ¢ = 0 to ¢ = L using fourth order Runge-Kutta
integration. The error function for the bisection is simply s(¢ = L) — L, i.e., the difference -
between the integrated s coordinate of node n and its known coordinate, s,, = L.

The final step in the process it to recalculate the static solution on the refined mesh.
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With some care, it is possible to minimize the computational expense associated with
outer iterations during this second solution because the solution for the unknown boundary
conditions is unlikely to vary significantly from the uniform mesh solution to the refined

mesh solution.

3.4 Adaptive time-stepping

The stability analysis of the generalized-o method that was presented in chapter 2 can be
strictly applied only to a linear form of the problem. In the nonlinear case the method
cannot guarantee stability because the nonlinear solution procedure at each time step
is not unconditionally convergent. Because the nonlinear solver uses the result from the
previous time step as the initial guess at the solution for the current time step, the solution
may not converge if those two solutions are significantly different. For this reason, there
are limits to the maximum allowable time step that can successfully be used to propagate
the solution in time without giving rise to numerical instabilities.

Typically, we choose a value of At based on factors such as the accurate resolution
of the physics in the problem and the desired sampling rate of the numerical solution.
Depending on the particular problem this value of A¢ may not be small enough to avoid
numerical instabilities that arise over the course of the simulation. This situation is
common in cases where the cable goes slack for brief periods of time or when there is
rapid lifting and lowering of cable to and from the bottom. A procedure for avoiding the
numerical problems in these cases, without modifying the baseline time step for the whole
problem, is adaptive time-stepping.

The adaptive time-stepping procedure that is implemented here is relatively simple.
If an instability arises the time step will be reduced automatically to try to get through
that portion of the simulation. At each time step where the baseline time increment is not
small enough to accurately propagate the solution, At is reduced by a factor of ten. The
solution then proceeds through ten steps at the smaller increment. The reduction can be
recursive, with a practical limit set as four orders of magnitude below the base value of At.
If the nonlinear solver fails even at this lowest increment, the solution is aborted. This
procedure has the advantage that the simulation always produces results on the originally

requested sampling grid.
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Adaptive time-stepping is only of limited usefulness, however, without some care being
taken in the choice of a baseline time increment. If the algorithm is deciding that it needs
a smaller time increment at every step then it would be faster to have set a smaller time

step in the first place.
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Chapter 4

Description of the Field

Experiment

Numerical studies of complex mechanical systems, like the geometrically compliant moor-
ings considered in this thesis, have the advantages that they place few constraints on the
system under study and that they are relatively inexpensive to conduct. In contrast, exper-
imental efforts are limited by practical and cost considerations. Nevertheless, a numerical
study alone is seldom able to paint a complete picture of the physics that govern the re-
sponses of these kinds of systems. For this reason, both a field and a laboratory experiment
were conducted as part of this thesis to provide an added level of detail and confidence.
The field experiment described in this chapter offered the chance to collect full scale data
that reflect a response to real environmental conditions. The results from the experiment
are used in chapter 5 as part of the validation of the numerical program and in chapter 6,
along with simulation results, to analyze the dynamic response of mooring systems. The
laboratory experiments described in chapter 7 provide higher spatio-temporal resolution
under more controlled conditions. These advantages facilitate the detailed analysis of the

bottom interaction described in that chapter.

4.1 Location and climatology

The Shallow Water Engineering Experiment (SWEX) was conducted at an area known as
the WHOI Buoy Farm. This is a one km? area approximately 40 km southwest of Woods
Hole, Massachusetts or 18 km southwest of Gay Head on the island of Martha’s Vineyard,
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Figure 4-1: Geographic map of field experiment site. The star marks the WHOI Buoy
Farm. The base GPS receiver station was located at the Gay Head lighthouse on the
southwestern most tip of Martha’s Vineyard, marked by the black square. The Buzzards
Bay tower is marked by the black circle.

Massachusetts. The site location within Rhode Island Sound is shown in figure 4-1. The
locations of the moorings within the Buoy Farm are shown in figure 4-2. Nominal water
depth at the site is 42 m.

The experiment was deployed on 5 December 1998 and recovered on 20 January 1999
to coincide with a portion of the winter storm season. As shown in figure 4-1 the site
is exposed with significant fetch to wind and storms from the south, southeast, and to a
more limited degree the southwest. There is much less exposure to significant storms from
the north and northeast due to limited fetch. Based on climatological records from the
nearby Buzzards Bay C-MAN tower, the dominant winds blow from the southwest during
this period. Figure 4-3 shows the hourly averaged wind records from the Buzzards Bay
tower during the experiment. Through December and January the average wind direction
was 224° (southwest) and average wind speed was 18.3 knots. There were several large
storm events, however, with winds from the southeast. The largest of these occurred on

3 January 1999, with peak sustained winds of 50 knots.
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Figure 4-2: Location of the experimental moorings within the Buoy Farm during SWEX.
Surf = surface mooring, ST = Seatex waverider buoy. The 600 kHz ADCP was located in
a bottom mounted tripod that was on the groundline between SSB and SSB P/U. Dashed
circles indicate the approximate watch circle of each mooring. A,B,C, and D mark the
four corner guard buoys that delimit the Buoy Farm. Other markers indicate additional
experiments and fishing floats that were deployed at the Buoy Farm during the field
experiments.

4.2 Mooring hardware

The primary experimental mooring was an all chain catenary mooring. The mooring
design is shown in figure 4-4. The system consisted of 80 m of %-inch galvanized steel
trawler chain, broken only by three inline accelerometer instruments (AxPacks). The
AxPacks were hose clamped onto stainless steel strongbacks and the strongbacks were
shackled between shots of the chain. The surface buoy was a cylindrical block of Surlyn
foam 1.27 m in diameter and 0.75 m high. An instrument well extended through the
middle of the buoy and 1.4 m beyond the bottom of the foam. The well is approximately
24 cm in diameter. The properties for all of the mooring components are summarized in

table 4.1.
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Figure 4-3: Winds during the field deployment. The data are hourly averaged results
from the Buzzards Bay C-MAN tower maintained by the National Data Buoy Center
(http://www.ndbc.noaa.gov). Shaded areas indicate dates where all channels (dark) or
just the y accelerometer channel (light) of the surface buoy instrument had significant

data errors.

material length (m) m (kg/m) wo (N/m) EA (N)
%-inch chain 3.73 31.85 6.4 x 107
AxPack 0.76 10.02 70.82 8.0 x 107
shackle/ring/shackle 0.22 16.22 81.23 8.0 x 107

Table 4.1: Properties of the components used in the experimental mooring. AxPack
properties include two —g--inch chain shackles and a %-inch pear ring at each end of the
strongback. The axial stiffness of components that include a shackle are based on the

stiffness of a shackle.
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Figure 4-4: Schematic of the surface mooring used in the field experiments.
4.3 Instrumentation

4.3.1 Engineering instrumentation
Mooring line instrumentation

The mooring chain was instrumented with three AxPack self-contained accelerometer in-
struments as shown in figure 4-4. They were located so as to span the region of high
curvature near the touchdown point over the range of currents that were expected at the
site. The lowest instrument was placed so that it would be approximately 3 m off the

bottom at the lowest tide and slack current. The data indicate that it probably did hit
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the bottom at various times during the deployment.

Each AxPack consists of Tattletale Model 8 microcontroller (with eight channels of
12-bit A/D) from Onset instruments mated to a Persistor CF8 compact flash board (with
a 24 MB compact flash card) from Peripheral Issues. The accelerometer is a Summit
Instruments model 34103A triaxial accelerometer with a 0 - 5V output scale over the
range £1.5G. The primary advantage to these accelerometers is that they are completely
self-contained. Given a single +5V power supply they produce an amplified and filtered
0 - 5V signal. The internal filter is a single pole Butterworth filter with the 3 dB point
at 4.6 Hz. The accelerometer is packaged in a small cube less than 2.5 cm on a side.
Power is provided by three 3.6V lithium C cells (manufactured by Tadiran). All power
conditioning is done on board the Tattletale.

The sample rate throughout the experiment was 10 Hz. The AxPack accelerometers
were sampled for 20 minutes beginning on the hour at 0800, 1600, and 0000 hours localtime.
Because there is no communication between the instruments during the experiment, each
unit carries a separate battery backed real time clock (Dallas Semiconductor DS1302).
These clocks were synchronized using an electronic trigger pulse prior to deployment. The
crystals for these clock chips appear to have been cut from the same batch and exhibit
similar drift characteristics, with each AxPack losing approximately 50 seconds in 30 days.
These clocks retain the real time in case of a fault and reset in the Tattletale.

The electronics and accelerometer are secured into a machined aluminum rack and
together with the batteries sealed into delrin pressure cases. The pressure cases are 21 cm
long and 7.5 cm in diameter. A photo of the assembled and unassembled AxPack com-
ponents is shown in figure 4-5. The driving factor in the AxPack design was to keep
the size, mass, and wet weight of the units as consistent as possible with the rest of the
mooring. However, on their strongbacks and taking into account the shackle/ring/shackle
assemblies that are required to attach the AxPack inline with the rest of the mooring,
the AxPacks have approximately twice the mass and wet weight per length of the %-inch

trawler chain.

Buoy instrumentation

The buoy was instrumented with a six axis motion package: triaxial linear acceleration

(Columbia Research Laboratories model SA-307-TX) and three Systron Donner single axis
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Figure 4-5: AxPack strongback, pressure case, and electronics.

gyro rate chips. The instruments were controlled and logged (at 12-bit resolution) by a
Tattletale Model 6F controller. The surface package also included a Precision Navigation
TCM2 electronic compass module. The digital signal from the compass was converted to
an analog signal using the onboard 8-bit digital to analog converter. This analog signal
was then sampled by the Tattletale for logging, providing 256 levels of heading around the
360° of the compass in the final dataset. The connection to the mooring chain was made
through a 5000 pound capacity load cell. The load cell was also sampled by the Tattletale.
All of these instruments were sampled at 12.5 Hz (though the effective update rate of the
compass is only 1 Hz) three times a day for twenty minutes. Due to a programming
error prior to deployment, the start time of each sample was delayed by five minutes
relative to the AxPack sample periods; the three sample periods began at 0805, 1605, and
0005 localtime. No attempt was made to synchronize the surface instrument clock with
the AxPacks beyond setting them within approximately one second of each other before
sealing the instruments. ‘

All of the instruments performed well for the first three weeks of the deployment. Data
from the surface buoy instruments had significant drop-outs and obvious signal problems
from 27 December through 31 December. After 31 December, the y accelerometer signal
(one of the horizontal axes) was always bad, but the other channels appeared to be problem
free. During a post-deployment analysis it was determined that the multiplexer channel

for the y accelerometer had failed. Our speculation is that while it was in the process of
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failing it caused problems with the other channels, but that once it had failed completely,

the remaining channels were unaffected.

GPS instrument

The surface buoy also contained a GPS (global positioning system) receiver. The moti-
vation for including this instrument was to verify the quasi-static position of the buoy
within its watch circle. From the ship’s GPS during deployment we knew the location
of the anchor to within several meters. By recording GPS signals at the buoy and at a
non-moving base station located at the Gay Head lighthouse on the island of Martha’s
Vineyard (figure 4-1) we hoped to resolve the motions of the buoy to within better than
one meter [24]. The GPS receivers were Canadian Marconi Allstar units with 1 Hz po-
sition, velocity, and time output and 1 Hz carrier phase output. On the buoy the GPS
receiver was controlled by a Tattletale Model 8 with logging to a Peripheral Issues Per-
sistor AT8 with a 175 MB flash card. The base station GPS receiver was controlled by a
standard PC. Unfortunately, the remote receiver failed. We feel confident, however, that
the technique can provide an interesting and valuable dataset and thus the system will be

redeployed on a future engineering test deployment.

4.3.2 Environmental instrumentation

In order to quantify the environmental forcing on the surface mooring, both waves and
current were measured during the deployment. Current was measured using two acoustic
doppler current profilers (ADCPs): a 600 kHz unit mounted in a tripod on the sea floor
and a 1200 kHz unit mounted on top of a subsurface buoy that was tethered at 13 m
depth. Directional wave spectra were measured by a Seatex Wavescan buoy (Seatex A/S).
This buoy is moored such that it has a significant portion of its tether floating on the
surface. This allows it to respond freely to the incident waves in heave, pitch, and roll.
The motion of the buoy is measured using a six axis Hippy unit.

As part of a separate effort, the Wavescan data will be compared with the ADCP
data to test the ability of the ADCP to resolve directional wave spectra. This comparison
required relatively high frequency sampling of the ADCP. The ping rate was 3 Hz, with
the velocity results averaged and stored at 1 Hz (i.e., each 1 Hz current sample represents

the average current result from three pings over the previous second). The current data
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is provided as a profile, with 75 cm between depth bins on the 600 kHz unit and 25 cm
between bins on the 1200 kHz unit. Accounting for the tripod height above the bottom,
the first current point is 1.95 m above the bottom. An overly conservative number of bins
was used so that the last bin always fell beyond the surface. The ADCPs were sampled
for 40 minutes (600 kHZ) and 26 minutes (1200 kHz) three times per day (0800, 1600,
0000).

4.3.3 Data telemetry

All of the instruments stored their data locally. The Wavescan buoy and the surface buoy
both had ARGOS satellite transmitters that were used for location purposes only. This
allowed remote monitoring of the location of the buoys to ensure that they had not failed

and gone adrift.

4.4 Data processing

All accelerometer and gyro calibrations were performed using manufacturer supplied cali-
bration coefficients. The validity of the accelerometer calibrations was verified both before
and after the deployment through a check of each instrument’s outputs in a variety of
tilted positions. The 5000 pound load cell was sent to the manufacturer for a recalibration
immediately prior to the experiment.

The motion of the buoy in earth referenced coordinates was computed using the ap-
proach outlined by Edson et al. [25]. In this procedure, the orientation of the local
coordinate system is computed using a complementary filter in which the high frequency
signal from the rate gyros is combined with low frequency tilt and heading information
derived from the horizontal accelerometers and the compass.! The result of the comple-
mentary filter is a time series of buoy orientation which can be used to transform the
recorded accelerometer signals into east, north, and vertical components. These earth ref-
erenced accelerations are then integrated into velocity and displacement, with a highpass

filter at each step to remove any low frequency (greater than 30 second period) drift.

! Results after 27 December 1998 were processed with the assumption that the low frequency y accelerom-
eter signal was identically zero, i.e., that there was no systematic tilt in that direction. The assumption
is easily justified given the near zero mean y accelerometer signals prior to 27 December and it allowed
us to compute an estimate of the vertical motion even after the loss of the y accelerometer. Motions in
the horizontal plane (east and north) were not computed for data after 27 December.
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For use with the numerical model it is convenient to determine an approximate ori-
entation for the plane of the mooring and to project wind, current, and motion vectors
into a coordinate system oriented with this plane. This approximation and projection
allows us to apply forcing data derived from the three-dimensional experimental results in
two-dimensional model simulations. Definitions for the procedure are shown in figure 4-6.
We determine the direction of the plane of the mooring by considering the net force due
to wind and current on the buoy only. We neglect for now any current drag on the chain
because the currents tended to decay sharply away from the surface and thus drag forces
on the chain were much smaller than the forces on the buoy due to current and wind. For
a current profile V(z) with magnitude and direction at the surface Vg and 0y, and wind
with speed W and direction 6, the north and east components of the force, Fj, and F,
are

F, _ cosfy cosby %prCde}% (@.1)
F, sinfy sinfy, %pairSdewW2 ’
where Sy, Cgy, Sp and Cy, are the projected area and drag coefficient above and below the
buoy waterline, respectively. The resultant effective direction of the plane of the mooring

is

g = tan™? (fi) X (4.2)

Given the effective plane determined by feg, we seek effective values of the wind, Weg,
and current profiles, Vog(z), which yield the same level of force as the true forces projected

onto the effective plane

Fe cos (Oer — 0(2)) = 3pSsCapVert(2)?, (4.3)
Fycos (O — Oy) = %pairSdewWezﬂ. (4.4)
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Figure 4-6: Definitions for the procedure to determine the approximate two-dimensional
plane of the mooring.

Taking care of signs, we define the effective current and wind in this plane as

Vet (2) = sign [cos (fesr — 0(2))] V(2)V/]cos (Beg — 8(2))], (4.5)
Weg = sign [cos (Begr — 0)] W /|cos (Beg — Ou)|- (4.6)

The north and east components of the buoy motion, X,(t) and X.(t), respectively, are

converted into in-plane and out-of-plane components according to

Xip = Xp cos O + X sin Ocg, (4.7)

Xop = —Xnsinleg + X, cos Ocg. (4.8)

Because the average water depth of 42 m was near the maximum range of the 600
kHz unit, the data from the 1200 kHz unit appear to be more accurate near the surface.
As the near surface currents (along with the wind) dominate the steady-state response of
the mooring, the profiles, V(z), used in the procedure outlined above are based on data
from the 1200 kHz instrument, with extrapolated values below 13 m depth. While both
instruments recorded three ping ensembles at 1 Hz, only temporally averaged profiles (over

the 26 minute length of each sample period) were used.
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Chapter 5

Validation and Parameterization

of the Numerical Program

The numerical model described in chapters 2 and 3 and appendices C through E was
validated using the data collected during the full scale field experiment and by comparison
with two hanging chain problems with known solutions. The first step in the validation
is to characterize those aspects of the model which are purely numerical, particularly the
time integration and mesh refinement parameters. We do this by comparing simulation
results to a known solution. This allows us to establish reasonable values for the numerical
parameters which are then used in the comparison of model results with experimental
results in order to establish the ability of the numerical program to accurately predict

dynamic response under a variety of forcing conditions.

5.1 Response of a hanging chain

Figure 5-1 depicts the hanging chain system used for the first part of the validation. Two
cases will be considered. In the first case we apply a very small initial displacement to the
chain and then at time ¢ = 0, release it. The dynamic response of the chain for t > 0 can
be calculated analytically for the small motions that result. In the second case we iinpose
a sinusoidally varying horizontal displacement to the top of the chain and analyze the

forced response. This latter problem was studied both numerically and experimentally by

Howell [46].
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5.1.1 Free response to an initial displacement

For small motions and an inextensible chain, the equation of motion for the chain can be

written as

8¢ 0 Jq

Assuming a harmonic solution of the form
q(s,t) = q(s) [Acos wt + B sinwt] (5.2)
the mode shapes, ¢(s), are [97]

a(s) = 1o (2w\/§) + oYy <2w\/§) . (5.3)

The requirement that the solution be finite at s = 0 leads to the elimination of the Y,

term and the requirement that ¢(L) = 0 leads to the natural frequencies, w. They are

Jo <2w\/§) = 0. (5.4)

The complete response is the sum of the response in each mode

given by the roots of

(e o]
q(s,t) = }: Jo <2wn \/§> [An, coswt + By, sinwt] . (5.5)
n=1

The coefficients A, and B,, are determined from the initial displacement, go(s), and
velocity, go(s). Given go(s) = 0, we can immediately determine that B,, = 0. To determine

A, we first write

q(s,0) = Z:l Ando (2wn\/§) = qo(s)- (5.6)

Multiplying both sides by Jy (an \/g) , integrating from s = 0 to s = L, and making use
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of the fact that

/L s s
Jo (an\/j> Jo <2wm\/j> ds =0, formn#m, (5.7)
0 g g

yields the following equation for A,

qu(é)Jo (2wn\/§) ds

An = . (5.8)

ofjg (2wn \/g) ds

For comparison with simulation results, the analytic

—=Q()

solution was computed for a chain released from an initial

catenary configuration. For simplicity all of the model

parameters (mass per length, gravity, length) were set to

unity. The horizontal force applied at s = 0 to create

the initial deflection was set to 0.001. For simulation s

results E1 was set to 1078 and EA to 10%. All of the T_)q

integrals were computed using the trapezoidal rule with

10000 panels. A 400 second time series of the response Figure 5-1: Definitions for the
at the free end was constructed using the first 20 modes hanging chains problems.

of the analytic solution. The analytic result was sampled at 20 Hz; the natural frequency
for mode 20 is approximately 5 Hz.

Because the primary distinction amongst the various algorithms contained within the
the generalized-a method is the amount of numerical damping, all results are compared
in the frequency domain. For each 400 second time series, power spectra of the response
at the free end were computed using non-overlapping 256 point FFTs. As an example,
figure 5-2 shows the power spectra for the analytic solution and for a numerical solution
with AT, = —%, At = 0.01 s, and 50 nodes. The circle and square markers indicate the
spectral peaks as computed using a crude peak detection algorithm. In subsequent results
only the peaks are plotted.

Figure 5-3 shows a comparison between the analytic solution and numerical solu-
tions for six different parameterizations of the generalized-a method. At this time step,

At = 0.01 s, most of the algorithms are accurate out to the fifth or sixth mode. The
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Figure 5-2: Power spectral density of the response of the free end of the chain for the
analytic solution and for a numerical solution with A{% = —%, At = 0.01 s, and n = 50.

notable exception is the first-order accurate backward differences, which substantially un-
derestimates the response even in the first mode. All of the algorithms show a marked
fall off from the analytic solution at higher frequencies, with the solutions for A7% > 0
showing the most decay and the trapezoidal rule appearing to be the most accurate.

In figure 2-4, the numerical damping of the various algorithms varies with the product
wAt. The idea that we should see less numerical damping at a fixed frequency with a
decrease in At is illustrated in figure 5-4 which shows the same results comparison as in
figure 5-3 for a time step of Az = 0.001 s. At this time step most algorithms are accurate
out to the tenth mode. Only backward differences, which due to its first-order accuracy
is again a poor solution even at very low frequencies, and A%, = 0 (which like backward
differences is asymptotically annihilating) are worse than this.

That the other algorithms, with their varying levels of dissipation, have converged to
the same solution suggests that the remaining error is not due to numerical dissipation.
Figure 5-5 shows the comparison for four cases with A7, = —% and At = 0.001 s, with a
varying number of nodes. As the node density is increased, the numerical model is better
able to resolve the mode shapes associated with the higher frequencies. At n = 800, the '

numerical solution is in agreement with the analytic solution over the full range of the
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Spectral Response Peaks Comparison, At=0.01s
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Figure 5-3: Power spectra peaks of the response of the free end of the chain for the analytic
solution and for six variants of the generalized-a method with At = 0.01s, and n = 50.
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Figure 5-4: Power spectra peaks of the response of the free end of the chain for the analytic
solution and for six variants of the generalized-o method with At = 0.001s, and n = 50.
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Spectral Response Peaks Comparison, 75:2 =-05At=0001s
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Figure 5-5: Power spectra peaks of the response of the free end of the chain for the analytic.
solution and for A7% = ——%, At = 0.001 s, with n = 50,200,400, 800. Note that the y axis
scaling has changed from previous power spectra plots.

analytically computed response.

These results demonstrate that the ability of the model to accurately resolve high
frequency response is dependent on temporal and spatial discretizations and on the nu-
merical dissipation for a given algorithm. Given sufficient temporal and spatial resolution,
all forms of the algorithm appear ultimately capable of accurately calculating the free re-
sponse of the swinging chain. Based on its better accuracy at the larger time step, the
best choice of algorithm for this problem appears to be the trapezoidal rule. As will
be demonstrated, however, this may not always be the case, particularly in cases where

numerical instabilities arise.

5.1.2 Forced response to an imposed motion
Two-dimensional simulations

The second hanging chain problem that we consider is the case studied by Howell [46].
In this problem, a 1.75 m long chain is suspended from an actuator which imposes a
sinusoidally varying horizontal displacement, Q(t), to the top of the chain (see figure 2-1).

There is no analytic solution for this problem so we will compare numerical solution
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Figure 5-6: Snapshots of the chain configuration near the time of expected intersection
for six variants of the generalized-a method.

results to snapshots of the chain configuration derived from experiments conducted by
Howell. Figure 5-6 shows the configuration of the lower portion of the chain from 3.43 s
to 3.46 s for six different algorithms, all with n = 100 and At = 0.01 s. Howell observed
that the free end of the chain intersects the chain above it at approximately 3.4 seconds.
The box method and trapezoidal rule most closely match this result, with intersection
occurring by the 3.43 second mark. For the other algorithms, the delay in intersection
is proportional to the amount of numerical dissipation in the algorithm. The solution
for backward differences is again the worst; the chain never intersects itself. Likewise
for A% = 0, though it comes closer to doing so. For A7% = —0.7, intersection actualiy
happens at 3.47 seconds and for Af% = —0.5, at 3.5 seconds.

The situation changes somewhat if we consider the effect of temporal and spatial
discretization. Figure 5-7 shows the same time points for versions of the box method
with n = 100,200 and At = 0.01,0.001,0.0001 s. In this case we see that increasing
the number of nodes does not significantly effect the solution, suggesting that n = 100 is
adequate to accurately capture the response. An increase in temporal resolution, however,
from At = 0.01 s to At = 0.001 s, leads to a delay in the crossover to approximately

3.46 seconds. The result at the even smaller At = 0.0001 s confirms that the solution
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Figure 5-7: Snapshots of the chain configuration near the time of expected intersection
for the box method with different spatial and temporal discretizations.

has converged at these smaller time steps. Figure 5-8 shows this same behavior for the
trapezoidal rule. The only notable difference between trapezoidal rule and box method
solutions is the better smoothness of the trapezoidal rule solutions at At = 0.01 s.

Similar results for A3% = —0.5 are shown in figure 5-9. In this case, the solution at
At = 0.001 s has not quite converged to the solutions from the trapezoidal rule and the box
method at the 3.46 second point. The solutions for At = 0.0001 s are in good agreement
with the similar solutions in figures 5-7 and 5-8. A notable difference in the solutions for
the various algorithms does appear in the half second (solutions were only run for four
seconds) following intersection. Both trapezoidal rule and box method solutions required
significant adaptation of time step to get through the collapse of the lower portion of the
chain following the crossover. The enhanced stability of solutions with A%, = —0.5 allowed
for a smooth numerical solution in this region, with no or very little adaptation. Without
experimental verification, however, we cannot say if this numerically more easily obtained
solution is accurate.

The basic accuracy of the solutions from all of the algorithms can be verified by com-
parison with Howell’s [46] data for the chain configuration prior to intersection. The data

points were recovered graphically from digitized versions of the hardcopy plots. Because
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Figure 5-8: Snapshots of the chain configuration near the time of expected intersection
for the trapezoidal rule with different spatial and temporal discretizations.
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Figure 5-9: Snapshots of the chain configuration near the time of expected intersection
for A%, = —% with different spatial and temporal discretizations.
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Figure 5-10: Comparison of simulation and experimental results from Howell [46], fig-
ure 5.29. Simulation results are for A{% = —0.5 with At =0.0001 s and n = 200.

the original plots did not contain absolute offset information for the points, the experimen-
tal points were aligned with the simulation snapshots by matching the first experimental
point with the free end of the chain. The comparison for the lower half of the chain is
shown in figure 5-10. The simulation results are for A{% = —0.5 with At = 0.0001 s and
n = 200. At this temporal and spatial resolution the solutions from all of the second-order
accurate algorithms were essentially identical. The results at all three time points show
good agreement. The comparison at ¢ = 3.07 s improves with a slight adjustment to the
horizontal offsets that were applied.

These results are in agreement with the observations drawn from the free response
problem. At sufficiently small time steps and adequate spatial resolution, all three al-
gorithms: box method, trapezoidal rule, and A{%, ~ —0.5, provide accurate solutions.
Trapezoidal rule is the best choice in terms of the computational costs of accuracy, where
cost is measured simply in terms of time step. As indicated, however, in regions where the
solution becomes numerically unstable some numerical dissipation may be necessary to
obtain a solution. This suggests a trade-off between optimizing the time step for accuracy

and optimizing the algorithm for stability.
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At =0.01s At =0.001 s

method x-over (s) run length (s) x-over (s) run length (s)
box - 3.38 3.45 3.64
trapezoidal 3.41 3.78 3.45 3.60
0 =-07 - 3.40 - 3.40
Ao =—-05 - 3.42 - 3.40
To=-04 3.49 3.56 3.46 10.0
%, =-03 351 10.0 3.46 10.0
f’Q =—0.2 3.52 10.0 3.47 10.0
Al =—0.1 - 3.60 - 3.40
% = 0.0 - 10.0 - 3.42
A% =0.1 - 10.0 - 3.42

Table 5.1: Comparison of the predicted cross-over time and total simulation time before
failure for three-dimensional simulations of the forced hanging chain.

Three-dimensional simulations

In order to further explore these trade-offs, three-dimensional simulations were conducted
to explore the behavior of the solutions beyond the time when the chain crosses over
itself. Howell [46] noted that out-of-plane motions of the experimental chain only became
significant after this point. The simulations were conducted with a small initial out-of-
plane force applied at the free end to promote the initiation of out-of-plane motion. This
models the inevitable presence of small disturbing forces which produce instabilities in the
two-dimensional motion and eventually lead to a fully three-dimensional response.

Table 5.1 lists the observed time of the chain crossing over itself and the total running
time (out of a possible ten second simulation) of the simulation before failure. Depending

on time step, only solutions for —0.4 < A%, < —0.2 ran for the full ten seconds and resulted

in an accurate cross-over prediction. At At = 0.01 s, the stable solutions (at A{% = —0.3
and AT = —0.2) were less accurate than the two-dimensional simulations for A{%, = —0.5

at this same time step. This is consistent with the observation that as damping increases
the cross-over time is delayed, until with enough damping it does not occur at all. Also
consistent with the two-dimensional results is the convergence to an accurate prediction
of 3.46 s with an increase in temporal resolution to At = 0.001 s.

The stability of results for Af% = 0.0 and A%, = 0.1 at At = 0.01 s, but not at
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At =0.01 s: In-Plane Displacement At = 0.01 s: Out—-of-Plane Displacement

time (s)

Figure 5-11: In-plane and out-of-plane motion of the free end of the hanging chain for the
stable algorithms with A¢ = 0.01 s.

At = 0.001 s, illustrates the dependence of the stability on the frequency content of the
response, the time step, and the damping properties of the algorithm. Because the spectral
radii in figure 2-4 all initially decrease with the product wAt, at a fixed frequency a decrease
in At will result in less damping. If the response at that frequency was responsible for the
instability then the solution at the smaller time step may actually be less stable.

Figures 5-11 and 5-12 show the in-plane and out-of-plane motion of the free end of
the chain for all simulations which ran for the full ten seconds. At A¢ = 0.01 s there
is little consistency between the levels of out-of-plane motion predicted by the different
algorithms. For the solutions at At = 0.001 s the results for out-of-plane response appear
roughly equivalent. A trace of the motion of the free end in the horizontal plane for
At = 0.001 s and A{% = —0.3 is shown in figure 5-13. The roughly circular whirling
motion revealed by the trace after the three-dimensional motion is fully developed is the

type of response that we expect for this problem [68].

5.2 Solutions for a full scale mooring

As a final study of the stability and accuracy of the time integration algorithm we consider

a full scale mooring with an imposed sinusoidal vertical motion at the top node of the
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At = 0.001 s: in-Plane Displacement At = 0.001 s: Out-of-Plane Displacement

time (s) time (s)

Figure 5-12: In-plane and out-of-plane motion of the free end of the hanging chain for the
stable algorithms with At = 0.001 s.
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Figure 5-13: Trace of the horizontal motions of the free end of the hanging chain for
%% = —0.3 and At = 0.001 s.
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mooring. Given the coordinate integration procedure described in appendix E, errors in
the overall solution will be evident based on the error in the computed coordinates of the
top node. We can see this if we consider integrals for the top node position in continuous

form. From equations E.1 and E.2 it is clear that we can write those positions as

L
z(L,t) = /0 [1 4+ €(s, )] cos ¢(s, t)ds, (56.9)

i |
y(L,t) = /0 [+ e(s, )] sin (s, £)ds. (5.10)

If we had a perfect solution, the dynamic vertical motion at the top, z(L,t) would al-
ways match the imposed vertical sinusoidal motion and the horizontal motion, y(L,t),
would always be zero. Ignoring any errors associated with the numerical integration of
equations 5.9 and 5.10, any deviation away from the ideal solution represents error in the
computed values of € and ¢ along the entire mooring. Thus, comparing the time evolution
of the computed horizontal displacement of the top node, when the imposed motion is
purely vertical, provides a simple and convenient estimate of the error associated with a
particular form of the time integration algorithm.

The physical characteristics of the trial mooring are the same as for the field exper-
iment, as described in table 4.1 and figure 4-4. For each form of the algorithm under
consideration, the model was run for 300 seconds of simulation time with a base time
step of 0.1 seconds. To facilitate comparison with results from a previous version of the
program, the spatial discretization was uniform over each segment. The flexural stiffness,
EI, of the chain was set to 0.1 N m?. The environmental forcing was chosen to simulate
rather severe conditions with a uniform current of 2.0 m/s and an imposed vertical motion
with amplitude 2.0 meters and period 8.0 seconds.

Figure 5-14 shows the computed top node horizontal position for four cases: the orig-
inal box method without any averaging of the coefficient matrices, the box method that
arises from the generalized-a method with o = 0.5, oy, = 0.5, ¥ = 0.5, the generalized
trapezoidal rule, and backward differences. For all cases, the values of oy, oy, and v are
summarized in table 5.2. Note that for both box methods the solution failed before the
full 300 second run was completed. A solution fails when the nonlinear solver cannot get
a convergent solution even after adapting At down by a factor of 10~%. For the original

box method without any coefficient averaging this happened at 131 seconds. The box

90



algorithm ay am y
box method w/o coefficient averaging - - -
box method w/ coefficient averaging 0.5 0.5 0.5
trapezoidal rule 0.0 0.0 0.5
backward differences 0.0 0.0 1.0
T2=00 0.0 -0.5 1.0
AT% = —0.33 (Cornwell and Malkus [20])  0.25 0.0 0.75
T =—02 0.167 -0.167 0.833
AT% =01 -0.111 -0.722 1.111

Table 5.2: ag, a,,, and 7y values for the tested algorithms. Solutions for the box method
without averaging are based on an old version of the program and cannot be obtained
within the newly developed generalized-a family of algorithms.

method with coefficient averaging (this is the box method that we can achieve within the
generalized-a family derived in chapter 2) lasted somewhat longer, with failure at 260
seconds. In addition to those failures, it appears that the solution from the trapezoidal
rule is beginning to exhibit the same type of behavior starting at around 250 seconds.
This solution does indeed fail completely at 445 seconds when allowed to proceed beyond
300 seconds.

The failure of these three algorithms reinforces two of the important motivations that
we gave in developing the generalized-a method for the cable dynamics equations. The
difference in the box method solutions illustrates the improved stability characteristics
of the algorithm with temporally averaged coefficient matrices. That all three eventually
failed illustrates the importance of numerical dissipation in improving stability. Figure 5-
15 illustrates the calculated shear force at the top node for these four trials. With ET = 0.1
for this chain mooring we expect very little shear force. Prior to failure, however, all three
algorithms developed obvious Crank-Nicolson type noise in the shear force. The solution
using backward differences has significant error in the calculated horizontal displacement
and a slightly noticeable drift in the shear force, but remains stable. The numerical
dissipation associated with backward differences eliminates the Crank-Nicolson noise and
the solution proceeds with good stability (albeit with relatively poor accuracy).

Solutions with significantly improved stability and error properties are obtained from

the one parameter form of the new generalized-a algorithm. Figure 5-16 shows the error
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Figure 5-14: Calculated horizontal displacement of the top node of the trial mooring for
the box, trapezoidal, and backward difference algorithms.

in calculated horizontal displacement for the trial mooring using four different values of
Af%. Noting the different vertical scales in figures 5-14 and 5-16 it is clear that the drift
in the calculated horizontal displacement is substantially reduced for all four of these
cases relative to backward differences. The worst case in figure 5-16 has approximately
two orders of magnitude less error at 300 seconds. The best case is nearly four orders of
magnitude better.

The rate of error growth, defined as the maximum absolute value of the horizontal
displacement divided by the 300 second simulation time, is plotted (with circles) for a
number of A7% values in figure 5-17. This error rate is essentially the slope of the trends
represented by the four curves in figure 5-16. The error is minimized for A% =~ —0.19.

Unfortunately, as the additional curves in figure 5-17 illustrate, the optimum value of

1% is highly problem dependent. The first three curves reflect the error growth rate for
the mooring in the 2.0 m/s current with three different dynamic excitation conditions. The
second set of three curves shows the error growth rate for the mooring in 0.5 m/s current
with the same three dynamic excitation conditions. The static shapes of the mooring in

the two different current conditions are shown in figure 5-18.
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Figure 5-15: Shear force at the top node in the trial mooring for the three failed solution
algorithms and backward differences. Note that the vertical axes on all four plots are
different.

For the high current configurations, the location of the error minimum does not change
significantly for excitations with the same period but differing amplitudes. When the
period of the excitation is changed, the location of the minimum does shift. This behavior
is consistent with the frequency response of the mooring not changing significantly with
amplitude of excitation. This contrasts with the low current configurations for which the
error maxima and minima are shifted most dramatically when the amplitude, not the
excitation period, changes.

Such behavior makes it difficult to draw any general conclusions that would aid in
choosing an appropriate value of A% for a given problem. We can say that the overall
level of error appears to be a direct function of the severity of the excitation, as measured
by the amplitude of the imposed velocity, A%”, for example. The safest choices also seem
to be A% < 0 to avoid the local maxima seen in the low current configuration.

Additional support for choosing A% < 0 comes from an examination of the stability

of the solution as a function of A7%. If we modify our adaptive time-stepping scheme
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the trial mooring as a function of A7%.
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such that it functions like the adaptive relaxation scheme described in appendix C, we
can determine the largest At that can successfully and consistently be used to propagate
a solution in time. At each time step, we either increase or decrease At by some small

factor depending on the success of the solution at that step. Given
1 =t 4+ AL, (5.11)
if we can successfully solve the nonlinear problem for #**! then we increase the time step
At = Ry A, (5.12)

and try for the solution at #*+2 = ¢i+1 + At**1. If the solution at t*+! is unsuccessful, then

we decrease the time step
Att = — (5.13)

and try again. R; and Ry are constants slightly larger than unity with 1 < Ry < R; so

that a failed step decreases At more than a successful step increases At. For these trials
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Figure 5-19: Average successfully adapted time step as a function of Af% over the course
of a 100 second simulation for the low current configuration with 1.0 m amplitude and 8.0
second period excitation.

Ry = 1.02 and R; = 1.1. This procedure tends to drive At to an optimum value in a
relatively small number of time steps.

Figure 5-19 shows the average (over a 100 second simulation) successfully applied value
of At as a function of A{% for the low current configuration with 1.0 m amplitude and 8.0
second period. This configuration was chosen because the simulations with A% > 0 in the
latter three curves (the low current configurations) in figure 5-17 required base time steps
of 0.05 seconds to proceed without constant adaptation®. Simulations with A\3% < 0 used a
base time step of 0.1 seconds and proceeded successfully with little or no adaptation. This
suggested, and figure 5-19 confirms, that the maximum time step value for these cases was
dependent on A7%. Data from the high current configurations shows a similar trend, with
the maximum At decreasing sharply for A\{% > 0. There is more variability in the data
for A7% < 0, however, as the maximum At is significantly larger than for the low current
configurations (between 0.5 and 1.0 second) and in each case shows more variability as
the solution progresses.

Based on data in figures 5-17 and 5-19 then, we can conclude that a value for AT%

! Adaptation in those simulations refers to the standard adaptive time-stepping algorithm which reduces
At by factors of 10 to ensure that the solution remains on the original sample grid.
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between —0.5 and —0.9 is reasonable in terms of maximizing stability (as measured by the
largest allowable At) and minimizing the drift error in long time simulations. In this range
both the error and stability properties appear to be relatively flat and near optimal for most
of the cases considered. A7% = —1 should clearly be avoided as it is the box method with
no dissipation and is prone to the type of failures exemplified in figure 5-15. A trial using a
value of A% = —0.98 demonstrated the same failure mechanism after approximately 2250
seconds of simulation. This suggests that even a small amount of numerical dissipation
can significantly improve long term stability, but that for guaranteed stability there is a
nominal level of dissipation which must be provided. A run with Al = —0.9 showed no
signs of Crank-Nicolson noise build-up after 3000 seconds of simulation.
These results are consistent with the observations gleaned from the hanging chain
problems, with the additional caveat that in the case of real moorings, solutions with
T2 &= —0.5 are significantly more stable than trapezoidal rule solutions. That we might be
able to use a slightly larger At to achieve the same level of accuracy with the trapezoidal
rule is no consolation when we cannot in fact get a stable long-time solution at any

reasonable At.

5.3 Mesh refinement

In studying the spatial discretization of a model mooring system there are three important
factors to consider. At the most basic level we must choose how many nodes to use in
discretizing each continuous segment of the mooring. The mesh refinement procedure
described in chapter 3 also requires that we set ¢,,, the weighting factor used in assigning
the available nodes. Finally, the value of the flexural stiffness, EI, for a given segment
has an important effect on the static solution over that segment. For relatively high EI,
oscillatory solutions for curvature and shear, described in section 3.3, are not typically a
problem and uniform meshes with relatively low numbers of nodes are generally sufficient.
For materials with zero EI or EIT just large enough to prevent the singularities associated
with zero tension, which is the typical situation for chain moorings, these oscillations can
be quite significant and mesh refinement becomes important.

For the chain mooring deployed during the field experiment we arbitrarily set the value

of EI to a value of 0.1. Experience has shown that this value is large enough to prevent
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zero tension singularities in the dynamic solution. In practical terms this is the flexural
stiffness of a steel wire that is 1.76 mm in diameter. Alternatively, if we take the diameter
of the chain to be the shaft link diameter and consider that
d2

EI ~ EAIf—S’ (5.14)
then our small value of ETI is 1/6500 smaller than the value of EI for a circular rod of
equivalent axial stiffness. Given that the refined mesh solutions with this value of ET are
satisfactory, it seems reasonable to avoid any question that a larger artificial value of ET
might begin to affect the dynamic solution in a non-negligible way.

To examine the effect of ¢, on the static solution on the refined mesh we consider
two mooring models. The first models the system as a single, continuous shot of chain,
neglecting the presence of inline instruments. The second models the field experiment
mooring as it was deployed, with the inline AxPack instruments between shots of chain.
In both cases the current was uniform over the water column at 0.5 m/s. The static shape
of the mooring (which is nearly the same for both configurations) for this current profile is
shown in figure 5-18. For each trial static solution we compare the curvature to a baseline
solution generated on a uniform mesh with twice as many nodes and EI increased to 10.0.

The static curvature solutions for the continuous chain model are shown in figure 5-20.
The trial solutions used 162 nodes over the 80.78 m total length of the mooring. The
solutions on the mesh refined with ¢,, = 10 and ¢,, = 50 appear to be a clear improvement
over the unrefined uniform mesh (¢, = 0) with the same number of nodes and E1 value.
To quantify the improvement, the error in curvature for a range of ¢, values is plotted
in figure 5-21. The error is calculated as the root mean square difference between the
baseline curvature solution (resampled on the trial solution mesh using cubic splines) and
the curvature from the trial solution.

The error is minimized for a value of ¢, ~ 5. Higher values of ¢, give too much weight
to curvature oscillations and produce a mesh which is too coarse in the interior portions of
the system. This is clearly shown in the top half of the mooring for ¢,, = 50 in figure 5-20,
where there are now oscillations in the solution where there were none in the uniform mesh
trial solution. Figure 5-22 shows the mesh density (defined as the number of elements per

meter) for the same three cases shown in figure 5-20. The solution with the lower weight
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0.02 T T T T T T T T T
: : : i|e——=o©  mooring with inline AxPacks
0.019} PP ... ...%i......}#*— unbroken all chain mooring | |
k . : : : : :
ooish . b SR e b e R e SRR e i
0017l T T N R PR P TP FIRT PTRTRTRS AP
~ . : : : : :
‘?’0.016- -
e
-]
o015
®
<
3
& 0.014
=
T
0.013
0.012
0011k v e S b e PO SUPNR U e e 4
0.01 ; ; . ; i ; ; s ;
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 80 100
C
w

Figure 5-21: Root mean square error in the curvature of the trial solutions.

99




35 T T T T T Y T T

30_"',” ........ o cw 00 |

- » N
o S a
=F

L

mash density (elements / m)

=
o

0 P~ g T T e e e e = m T T
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 920
lagrangian coordinate (m)

Figure 5-22: Mesh density after refinement of the all chain mooring.

is able to distribute sufficient density near the boundary while maintaining a density that
is not significantly lower than the uniform mesh in the rest of the mooring. The higher
weight solution devotes many more nodes to the area near the boundaries and as a result
cannot provide enough density to other areas.

Figure 5-23 shows the baseline solution, the uniform mesh solution (¢, = 0), and
two refined mesh solutions for the mooring with inline instruments. The locations of the
instruments along the mooring are clearly visible as the flat spots in curvature at s ~ 45 m,
s ~ 50 m, and s ~ 57 m. The number of nodes on each of the chain segments was 91 (over
45.0 m), 18 (over 3.5 m), 36 (over 7.0 m), and 47 (over 23.0 m). Each 0.76 m AxPack was
modeled using 3 nodes. The baseline solution with uniform mesh had twice the number
of nodes over each of the chain segments. The relatively larger number of nodes in the
shorter chain segments reflects the fact that the length of the decay of oscillations in
the curvature is related more to mesh density than to physical length. This means that
comparable numbers of nodes must be employed near each segment boundary, regardless
of the length of the segment.

For this case there is no striking minimum in the error shown in figure 5-21. A value of
cw = 20 appears to give the best solution, but values at least out to ¢, = 100 also appear

reasonable based on this measure of the error. In looking closely at figure 5-23 for ¢,, = 50,
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Figure 5-23: Curvature from the static solutions of the mooring with inline instruments.

however, the sharpness of the plot around the curvature maximum (s =~ 35) indicates that
oscillations near the boundaries are being reduced at the expense of an overly coarse mesh

elsewhere.

5.4 Comparison with experimental results

The final phase of the model validation process is a comparison of simulation results to
data from the full-scale mooring described in chapter 4. For both the two- and three-
dimensional models we make two types of comparison. In the first we compare time series
and spectra from individual data sets to verify the ability of the model to accurately
capture the detailed response of the mooring. In the second comparison we consider
statistics of the response from all data sets. This analysis provides a check that our
chosen hydrodynamic coefficients and environmental parameters yield accurate solutions
over a wide range of forcing conditions.

The hydrodynamic coefficients for the chain and AxPacks in the validation runs are

shown in table 5.3. The added mass can be calculated from the added mass coefficients,
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material d(m) Cz, Cq GC, C,,

half-inch chain 0.0495 0.5 001 1.0 0.1
AxPack 0.075 0.8 0.069 10 05

Table 5.3: Mass and drag coefficients for the validation simulations.

C,, and C,,, according to

d2

Mg, = pw%’“cana (5.15)
nd?

Mg, = pw~——4 C.,, (5.16)

where d is the width of a link of chain. Coefficients forlthe chain are based on experi-
mental results from Gopalkrishnan {37] and previous numerical studies (e.g., [8]). AxPack
coefficients are approximations based on cylinder and flat plate coefficients. The bottom
stiffness was set to 100 N/m? and the bottom damping ratio to 1.0. The buoy normal drag
coefficients for the static solutions were 0.5 (in water) and 1.3 (in air). For the purposes
of the validation, all of these values were chosen because they were physically reasonable
and produced simulation results that matched experimental results over most data sets.
Variations on these parameters and schemes for choosing parameters that best match the

experimental data are studied in detail in chapter 6.

5.4.1 Two-dimensional model

For each of the experimental data sets, the effective values for wind and current in the
two-dimensional plane and the time series of buoy vertical velocity are used as input to the
model and a time series of mooring response is computed. The procedures for calculating
these inputs are described in section 4.4. Because of the relatively low currents and
winds that were observed during the experiment, static solutions for the simulations were
obtained using the dynamic relaxation procedure described in section C.4.

Examples of the simulated tension beneath the buoy, along with the corresponding
experimentally observed values are shown for two cases in figure 5-24. In both cases, the
agreement between simulation and experiment is excellent. For the 6 December data with

relatively moderate environmental conditions (approximately 15 knot winds), the mean
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Figure 5-24: Comparison of experimental and two-dimensional model simulated tension.
(a) 6 December 1998 at 0800 localtime. (b) 3 January 1999 at 1600 localtime.

and standard deviation of the simulated tension over the full 200 seconds of simulation time
(excluding a 10 second initial ramp-up period) were 1503 N and 201 N, respectively. The
corresponding statistics for the experimental data were 1503 N and 208 N. The statistics
for the 3 January storm (with near 50 knot winds) also show close agreement: 1611 N
and 471 N for the simulation compared to 1610 N and 476 N for the experiment. In this
latter case a few of the tension peaks are higher in the simulation than in the experiment.
Given the sharpness of these peaks, it is possible that the analog filtering in the buoy
instrumentation attenuated the experimental signal.

Figure 5-25(a) shows the tangential acceleration signal recorded by the lowest AxPack
for the 3 January 1999 storm. For comparison, we calculate the simulated acceleration,

a(t), at this point based on the tangential velocity, u(t), and the inclination from the

vertical, ¢(t),

alt) = ‘% + G cos d(t), (5.17)
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Figure 5-25: Comparison of experimental (a) and two-dimensional model simulated (b)
acceleration signal at the lowest AxPack for the 3 January 1999 storm event.

where G is the acceleration due to gravity. This quantity is plotted in figure 5-25(b). After
time aligning the two signals using the peak observed just before 170 seconds, the results
look very similar. Based on a comparison of the spectra of the responses (figure 5-26)
and the experimental standard deviation, 1.54 m/s?, and simulation standard deviation,
1.55 m/s?, the level and frequency content of the responses also show excellent agreément.
The mean of the acceleration (which is an indication of the static tilt of the mooring
chain at that point) is lower in the experiment than in the simulation (6.54 m/s? versus
8.23 m/s?). This suggests that the AxPack may have been lower along the chain than
expected. Given the predicted static shape for the mooring under these conditions, any
error of two to three meters in the position of the lowest AxPack could produce this
discrepancy in the mean accelerations.

For a more complete picture of the model performance, we consider the tension statis-
tics for all 119 experimental and simulated data sets. The standard deviation and mean
of the tension are plotted versus the standard deviation of heave acceleration (a measure

of the severity of the dynamic forcing) in figure 5-27. The heave statistic is identical for
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Figure 5-26: Spectral comparison of experimental and two-dimensional model simulated
acceleration signal at the lowest AxPack for the 3 January 1999 storm event.

simulation and experiment because the experimental buoy motion is imposed as an input
for the simulation. Overall, the agreement in the dynamic results (as measured by stan-
dard deviation of tension) is quite good, with nearly exact agreement in low sea states and
good agreement in higher sea states. The root mean square difference between experiment

and simulation is 16.1 N. The relative RMS difference, defined as

1 ¢ Or.exp ~ Or1,sim 2
e = _§ (___’p_’__) , (5.18)
n = OT.exp j

is 5.8%.

The simulated mean tensions do not correspond quite as well with experimental re-
sults, but again the trend with sea state appears to be correct. The root mean square
difference between simulation and experiment, 37.0 N, is less than 16% of the total ob-
served variation in mean tension over the course of the experiment. Given the lack of
collocation of the wind measurement, the heavy temporal averaging of both wind and

current, and the assumptions made in projecting wind and current into a two-dimensional
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Figure 5-27: Comparison of experimental and two-dimensional model simulated tension
statistics over all 119 data sets. (a) Dynamic response as measured by the standard
deviation of the tension. (b) Steady-state response as measured by the mean of the
tension.

plane, these larger discrepancies in steady-state results are not unexpected. Relative to
dynamic results for which we have exact knowledge of the forcing (though we are neglect-
ing the horizontal motions of the buoy), we do not have sufficient information to hope for
an exact comparison.

Finally, for a frequency domain analog to the time domain comparisons above, we
consider the errors in the simulated tension spectra. Because the standard deviation is a

measure of the energy over the entire spectrum,

or = /000 Sr(w)dw, (5.19)

it is possible for positive and negative errors at different frequency components to effec-
tively cancel in a comparison of standard deviations. A spectral error metric that scales
similarly to the RMS error in standard deviation, but prevents the cancellation of positive

and negative errors can be derived by modifying the spectrum from the simulation so that
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all errors have the same sign,

S’;’,Sim(w) = |ST,sim(w) - ST,exp(w)l + ST,exp(w). (5.20)

The standard deviation from the discrete form of this modified spectrum with N frequency

components is

(5.21)

Analogous to equation 5.18 then, the spectral error over n data sets is simply

e = %i <UT—“UP—_—SM>2 (5.22)
=1 T,exp j

Equation 5.22 applied to the full simulation data set produces an error result of 0.068.

To better understand the magnitude of this error, figures 5-28 and 5-29 show the experi-

mentally observed and simulated tension spectra for the 6 December and 3 January data

sets. The spectral errors for these two individual cases are 0.040 and 0.074, respectively.

Visually, the error in these two cases is quite small, indicating that the error value of 0.068

over the entire data set is quite reasonable.

5.4.2 Three-dimensional model

The validation process for the three-dimensional model is similar to that described above
for the two-dimensional model. Only 60 experimental data sets are available for the
validation, however, because of the loss of the y accelerometer channel after 27 December.
For data sets before 27 December we are able to calculate the vertical, horizontal in-plane
and horizontal out-of-plane velocities of the buoy to use as dynamic inputs into the three-
dimensional model. Like the two-dimensional simulations, static solutions are obtained
using the dynamic relaxation procedure. With the current and wind projected into the
effective plane of the mooring and horizontal motions rotated into in-plane and out-of-
plane components we can use the same high current static solution as the initial condition
in all of the dynamic relaxation solutions, regardless of the orientation of the mooring in

earth reference coordinates.
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Figure 5-28: Comparison of simulated and experimental tension spectra for the 6 Decem-
ber 1998, 0800 data record.
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Figure 5-29: Comparison of simulated and experimental tension spectra for the 3 Jan-
uary 1999, 1600 data record.
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Figure 5-30: Comparison of experimental and three-dimensional model simulated tension.
(a) 6 December 1998 at 0800 localtime. (b) 22 December 1998 at 0800 localtime.

A comparison of the experimental and three-dimensional model simulated tension be-
neath the buoy is shown in figure 5-30 for the same 6 December data set as in the two-
dimensional validation and for a storm on 22 December with winds of 35 knots. In both
cases the results agree well. For the 6 December data set the tension standard devia-
tion from the two-dimensional simulation (201 N) better matches the experimental result
(208 N). For the 22 December storm the tension standard deviation from a two-dimensional
simulation is 392 N and the result from the three-dimensional simulation (405 N) is closer
to the experimental result of 430 N. In both cases, the mean tension is less accurate in
the three-dimensional simulation than in the corresponding two-dimensional simulation
(the mean tension in a two-dimensional simulation of the 22 December data is 1571 N).
Statistics for all of these cases are summarized in table 5.4.

Tension statistics for all 60 data sets prior to 27 December are plotted in figure 5-31.
The root mean square difference between experimental and simulated standard deviations
is 11.2 N. For the mean tensions it is 31.7 N. In the two-dimensional simulations of these

same 60 data sets, the corresponding differences are 10.7 N and 29.6 N, respectively.
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6 December 22 December 3 January
data set or(N) T(N) or(N) T(N) or(N) T(N)
experiment 208 1503 430 1617 476 1610

2D simulation 202 1508 389 1580 471 1615
3D simulation 194 1474 402 1552 - -

Table 5.4: Tension statistics for the comparison data sets.
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Figure 5-31: Comparison of experimental and three-dimensional model simulated tension
statistics. (a) standard deviation of tension. (b) mean tension.

On average then, for the hydrodynamic coefficients and environmental parameters
chosen for the validation runs, the two-dimensional results are marginally more accu-
rate when compared to experimental data. However, for the purposes of the validation,
both models appear to accurately simulate the mooring response over a wide range of
forcing conditions. The primary reason for the different results from the two models is
that the hydrodynamic coefficients for the simulations were originally chosen to produce
reasonably accurate results with the two-dimensional numerical model. As discussed in

section 6.11 the two-dimensional model can often give accurate results with purely vertical

110



input motion, even if the true input motion is three-dimensional, if the drag coefficients
are adjusted slightly upwards from their true values. In a three-dimensional simulation
these same values will be slightly too high. This is the situation here where for simplicity
and consistency we have used the same set of hydrodynamic coeflicients for both two- and

three-dimensional results.
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Chapter 6

A Simple Model for Dynamic
Tension in Catenary Compliant

Systems

In this chapter the validated numerical program and data from the field experiment are
used to develop a simple model to predict dynamic tension in geometrically compliant
moorings, particularly shallow water oceanographic moorings. Motivated by the strong
correlation between the tension and acceleration standard deviations in figure 5-27, a
model is sought that can predict the dynamic tension (as measured by o, the standard
deviation of tension) given only very simple inputs. Such a model can offer a significant
reduction in computational cost and provide a framework for the understanding of the
physics of these systems. While complete time domain simulations have the advantages of
high accuracy and completeness in terms of resolving the motions and loads throughout
the mooring, they are computationally expensive. The full set of two-dimensional simula-
tions generated for the program validation in section 5.4.1 took approximately six hours
to complete on a 533 MHz Alpha LX workstation (119 simulations at approximately three
minutes per simulation). For analyses requiring long-term statistics of mooring response
under a wide variety of forcing conditions, as in fatigue studies [39], such an expense can
be burdensome. In other situations, such as response prediction for offshore floating struc- '
tures, a simplified model could eliminate the need for a fully coupled mooring-structure

interaction model.

113




In the past, analytical formulations for these types of models have been developed for
the slow drift damping problem. Nakamura ef al. [67] used catenary theory to calculate
the quasi-steady vertical velocity and acceleration along the mooring. By integrating these
quantities they were able to approximate the dynamic force at the top of the line due to low
frequency motions in both the horizontal and vertical directions. When investigating the
role of high frequency dynamics on the damping problem, however, previous investigators
have relied on numerical simulation [55]. In the development that follows, analytical
arguments are combined with statistical relationships gleaned from the experimental data

to develop a model appropriate for wave frequency dynamics.

6.1 Physical motivation for a simple model

Previous authors have used a single degree of freedom (SDOF') spring-mass-dashpot system
to model the dynamic effects in both taut [38] and geometrically compliant catenary

moorings [34,40]. The equation of motion for the SDOF system shown in figure 6-1 is
T(t) = M2(t) + Bz(t) + K=z(t), (6.1)

where the overdots signify differentiation with respect to time. Reversing the standard
convention and treating z(t) as the input and 7T'(¢) as the output, the frequency domain

transfer function, H(w), for this system is
H(w) = ~Mw? +iwB + K. (6.2)

For a linear time-invariant system, the spectrum of T', Sy(w), and the spectrum of z,

S, (w), are related by

Sp(w) = |H(w)* S, (w). (6.3)
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The spectra of the input velocity, S,(w), and acceleration S,(w), are related to the input

displacement spectrum by

Sy(w) = w?S,(w), (6.4a)
Sa(w) = w8, (w). (6.4b)

By substituting equation 6.2 into equation 6.3 and making use of equation 6.4, the spec-

trum for tension can be written as
St(w) = M2S,(w) + (B% — 2MK) S, (w) + K25, (w). (6.5)

To apply this SDOF spring-mass-dashpot model
to the data from the SWEX experiment, a nonlin- z(t)

ear fitting procedure is used. For each time series

from the experimental data, spectra of tension M

and heave displacement, velocity, and accelera-
tion are computed. These spectra are then fitted K L' IB

to equation 6.5 using a minimization of the spec-

tral error defined by equation 5.22 to determine 7777
individual values, M;, B;, and K; for that data Figure 6-1: An SDOF spring-mass-
set. On these terms, and elsewhere in this chap-

dashpot system.

ter, the subscript ¢ is used to reinforce the idea

that the value in question relates to a single experimental data set. The resulting coefli-
cients can be plotted against a non-dimensionalized form of the mean tension to observe
how the coefficients change with the shape of the mooring. The non-dimensionalized mean

tension, A7, is defined as

T —Tp
To

AT =

(6.6)

This value serves as a convenient way to represent the amount that the system is pulled
away from a purely vertical (A7 = 0) configuration. Tj is the suspended weight of the
mooring at slack current: Ty = woH, where wy is the wet weight per length of the mooring

and H is the water depth.
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Figure 6-2: Mass values from each of the 119 spectral fits to equation 6.5.

Figures 6-2 through 6-4 show the coefficients from the fits to the 119 SWEX data sets.
The overall quality of each individual fit is quite high. The spectral error over all data
sets from equation 5.22 is 0.023. The maximum spectral error in any one data set is 0.055
and 89% of data sets have a spectral error of less than 0.03. There is a significant amount
of scatter in the aggregated results, however. In spite of the scatter, trends are apparent
in both the fitted mass and drag coefficients. The mass that participates in the response
increases with increasing A7. This is consistent with additional mooring line being pulled
off the bottom as A7 increases. The damping coefficient also increases with mean tension.
This is a result of both the additional suspended line and the fact that the normal motion
(and hence normal drag) over the entire mooring increases as the mooring is pulled into a
more open configuration. There is no apparent trend in the fitted stiffness coefficients.

The very high scatter in the stiffness is likely due to the difficulty in determining
a robust value when stiffness effects are relatively small. The scatter in the mass and
drag coefficients is more interesting, however, as it may well be real. That is, it may
reflect natural variation in the data that simply looks scattered given the presentation
as a functioh of A7 only. It may also be a reflection of the fact that the model is not

capturing all of the relevant physics.
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Figure 6-3: Damping values from each of the 119 spectral fits to equation 6.5.
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Figure 6-4: Stiffness values from each of the 119 spectral fits to equation 6.5. Negative
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Figure 6-5: Static configurations of the simplified SWEX mooring used in the study to
isolate tension mechanisms.

From the governing equations (equations A.44 through A.49) the four basic mech-
anisms that produce dynamic tension are inertia, drag, geometric stiffness, and elastic
stiffness!. The spring-mass-dashpot model includes these same mechanisms, but given
the highly coupled, nonlinear, multiple degree of freedom form of the full model there is
no particular reason that it should be an accurate SDOF representation of the coupling
between these mechanisms. To explore these ideas, simulations of a simplified version
of the SWEX mooring were run with the mooring properties varied so as to isolate the
various contributions to the dynamic tension. The mooring model consisted of a single
continuous shot of chain (the AxPacks were removed) in a fixed water depth of 40 m.

Simulations were run for five levels of non-dimensional mean tension, ranging from
A1 = 0.05 to AT = 1.0. At each At the static tension at the top of the mooring was
specified and the static configuration of the mooring was determined using the second of
the procedures described in section 3.1.1. The static configuration of the mooring at each
" Ar is shown in figure 6-5. No current was present in the simulations. This procedure was
used so that A7 would remain fixed even with variations in the mooring drag coeflicients.

Dynamic excitation was sinusoidal with amplitudes ranging from 0.2 to 2.0 m and periods

! Elastic stiffness effects are negligible in most geometrically compliant systems.
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variation m (kg/m) wo (N/m) C4 Cy

n

k 0.01 31.85 0.0 0.0
mk 3.73 31.85 0.0 0.0
tk 0.01 31.85 001 0.0
nk 0.01 31.85 0.0 05

mdk 3.73 31.85 0.01 0.5
dk 0.01 31.85 0.01 0.5

Table 6.1: Variations on the mooring properties used in the simulations to isolate individ-
ual tension mechanisms. Normal and tangential added mass were zero.

ranging from 4 to 15 seconds. The mooring configurations that were run are shown in
table 6.1.

The first four versions can each be used to isolate a single contribution to the dynamic
tension. For example, with negligible mass, and no drag, the only contribution to the
dynamic tension in the first variant is stiffness. Because the wet weight cannot be varied
without changing A7, other effects are obtained by subtracting the known stiffness con-
tribution. If 7% (t) is the dynamic tension record from the simulation with stiffness only

then the dynamic tension due to mass is

Tass = mk(t) - Tk(t)a (6'7)

where Tp,k(t) is the dynamic tension record from the simulation with both mass and
stiffness effects present. If omass, Otan, Onor, and oOgiff, are the standard deviations of the
time series of the tension contributions due to mass, tangential drag, normal drag, and
stiffness, then a convenient way to summarize the effect of each mechanism is to derive

effective mass, drag, and stiffuess coeflicients using

M* = ”—“:? (6.8)
c;, = %—;7%;"—0—;1”—', (6.9)
Ci, = %p%;w (6.10)
K* = -‘ZZ—ZE (6.11)
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Figure 6-6: (a) Mass, (b) stiffness, (c) tangential drag, and (d) normal drag coefficients
calculated from simulations with isolated tension contributions.

Note that for the drag coefficients in particular, these are effective calculated values,
rather than the actual values assigned to mooring materials for the numerical simulation.
Standard deviations are used because they are a convenient expression of the amplitude
of a sinusoidal time series. @, 0y, and o, are the standard deviations of the heave
acceleration, quadratic velocity, and displacement.

Figure 6-6 shows the four calculated coefficients as a function of A7r. For each coefhi-
cient type, only simulations that had a symmetric, regular tension response were used to
calculate coefficients. For the mass coefficients this means that only results for 15 second
period simulations are used. Simulations with 4 and 8 second periods did not have a
regular response because of impact loading at the bottom and the lack of damping. For
the normal drag coefficients only results for amplitudes of 1 m or less and 8 and 15 second
periods were used. With no inertial forces the tension response at high velocity was not
symmetric. The full range of simulations were used for the tangential drag and stiffness

coeflicients.
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All of the coefficients behave roughly as expected. Mass, stiffness, and normal drag
coeflicients all increase roughly linearly with A7 as additional line is pulled off the bottom.
The tangential drag coefficient, which at A7 = 0 is nearly equal to the actual tangential
drag coefficient used in the simulations, decreases with Ar. This is because the amount
of tangential motion along the chain decreases as the chain is pulled into more open
configurations.

The coefficients in figure 6-6 represent the behavior of the mooring with little or no
coupling between the tension mechanisms. The resulting mass and drag coefficients are
affected by the presence of geometric stiffness, but because stiffness effects are small,
the results are similar to those that would be obtained if pure isolation were possible.
Variations mk, mdk, and dk in table 6.1 can be used to calculate mass and drag coefficients
in the presence of more significant coupling. For these calculations a single effective drag

coeflicient,

« _ _ Odrag

= : (6.12)
© JpdHoyy

combining the effects of tangential and normal drag, is used.
Assuming that the time series of tension for variation mdk (with all effects present)

can be written as
T(t) = Tmass(t) + Tdrag(t) + Tstiff(t), (613)

~ then a drag coefficient in the presence of mass coupling can be calculated by subtracting
the tension from variation mk (with mass and stiffness) from variation mdk (with mass,
drag, and stiffness). Likewise, a mass coefficient in the presence of drag coupling can
be calculated by subtracting variation dk (with drag and stiffness) from variation mdk.
These results are presented, along with the uncoupled coefficients, in figures 6-7 and 6-8
for mass and drag, respectively.

The coupled drag coefficients differ from the more fully isolated results in that they
represent the drag contribution to tension in the presence of motions which are enhanced
by mass effects. In the fully isolated case, the drag contribution was calculated in a
simulation that had no mass. The coupled drag coeflicient is calculated by subtracting

the mass and stiffness contributions to tension from the tension in a simulation with all
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effects present. The effects of mass on the motion in this latter simulation are not removed
and thus the effect of that motion on the drag coefficient is reflected in the final result.
This same reasoning applies to the coupled mass coefficient as well.

In both of figures 6-7 and 6-8, the motion effects due to the coupling lead to increases
in coeflicient values. For drag coefficients the presence of mass leads to increased levels of
motion along the length of the mooring. This increased motion leads in turn to increases
in the drag forces. Because the calculated drag coefficient is normalized by the motion at
the top of the mooring only, the increase in the drag contribution to tension is reflected
by an increase in the drag coefficient. For the coupled mass coefficients, the presence of
drag restricts the ability of the mooring to deform, in effect increasing the overall stiffness
of the mooring. To comply with the topside motion then, the amount of mooring line
pulled off the bottom increases relative to the simulations in which no drag is present.
This increase in line off the bottom results in a slight increase in the mass.

The coupling of mass effects into the drag coefficient is clearly the most significant of
these relationships, particularly at low values of A7. This coupling could explain much of
the scatter that is apparent in the fitted mass and damping coefficients for the experimental
SWEX data in figures 6-2 and 6-3. Using the the individual coefficients in those figures
the spring-mass-dashpot model accurately captures the tension response in any single data,
set. This is clear from the good quality of any one of the spectral fits described above.
However, the coupling between mass and drag means that the coefficients are a function
both of the steady state configuration and of the excitation frequency and amplitude.
Thus, when the coefficients are plotted as a function of the configuration (as measured
by AT) they show significant scatter. This scatter, and the underlying dependence on
both static configuration and input excitation, make it difficult to formulate analytical
relationships for the coefficients.

One approach to developing a simple model then is to find representations of the data
that have low scatter. If the scatter in the data can be minimized, such representations
could lead to a model that naturally expresses some of the coupling in the system. In such a
model the coupling is expressed within the form of the model rather than in the individual
coeflicients. This makes mass and drag effects easier to isolate and thus facilitates analytic

prediction of model mass and drag coefficients.
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Figure 6-9: Comparison of scatter in the relationship between o, and various function of
o,: (a) as a function of o,, (b) as a function of A7o,, and (c) as a function of To,.

6.2 Development of the simple model

Figure 6-9 shows three presentations of 0. In the first, o7 is plotted against o, as in
figure 5-27(a). In the second it is plotted against the product A7o,. The third panel

presents o7 as a function of the product 70,, where 7 is defined as

(6.14)

S

There is a marked reduction in the scatter in this presentation compared to the first panel.

Motivated by figure 6-9(c) a proposal for the model is
or = Mrto, + f(U'u|v|)7 (615)

where M is a single coefficient that, together with 7, expresses the model mass effect for
any configuration. The simple linear form of the inertia term reflects the trend apparent in

figure 6-9(c) for values of 7o, < 1.0. This is the inertia dominated regime [40,99]. Beyond
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Figure 6-10: Comparison of scatter in the relationship between the portion of o, at-
tributable to drag and various functions of o,),|. The preliminary value for M, M is
173.7 kg. (a) As a function of g,; (b) as a function of Ara,,; (c) as a function of Toy,|-

this regime drag (f(oy),)) becomes important and or varies away from the straight line
trend.

Various forms for f(oy,|,) can be examined by subtracting a preliminary estimate of
the inertia contribution from or. An initial estimate, M ', for the value of M is computed
based on the slope of a line fitted to the data for which 70, < 1.0 in figure 6-9(c). Figure 6-
10 shows the resulting estimated values for f (av|v|) in the same three presentations as in
figure 6-9, with o, replaced by oy,

The scatter in the velocity plots is greater than for the best acceleration case, but the
relationship in figure 6-10(b), drag as a function of the product AToy),), appears to have
the least scatter. It also offers the possibility that a simple linear form can be used to
model the drag contribution. This form does have the disadvantage that drag disappears
as A1 goes to zero. This limitation is addressed more fully in section 6.10.

With the same type of linear form as the inertia term and the different non-dimensionalized
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mean tension, the model equation becomes
1
or =Mro, + EpCdATdHlevl' (6.16)

Like M, Cj is a single coefficient for drag in any configuration. The two model coefficients,
M and Cj can be determined from a linear least squares fit using experimentally observed

values of oz, 04, Oyjy|, T, and AT. For n data sets, the formula for the coefficients is

n n -1 n
M . (TO'Q)? Z (TO'aA‘T'O'vlvl)i Z (0r0a);
1 ~ |, = =, . = (6.17)
2pdHC |3 (roabrouy), 3 (A7oy)); 2 (orou);

For the 119 data sets from the SWEX experiment, the fitted values are M = 172.8 kg and
Cy = 0.375.

6.3 Physical interpretation of the simple model

The variance of tension in the new model is
- 5
o2 = (M7)’ o2 + <§pCdA7'dH) 01241;] + pMTCATAdH O30y} - (6.18)

Using the linearizing approximation o2, = 302 [4] this can be written as

v[v|

2
02 = (M71)* 02 + [3 (%pCdATdH) o2 + \/ipMTCdATdHO'a] ol. (6.19)

Neglecting the relatively small covariance between acceleration and velocity to make use
of the fact that the variance of a sum of independent random variables is the sum of the

variances, the governing equation for the corresponding physical system is

2
T(t) = Maf(t) + v(t)\/3 (%pCDdH) 024 V3pMCpdHa,. (6.20)

It is clear from this result that the proposed model can be understood to represent a mass-
damper system with a linearized damping coefficient that depends on both the quadratic

drag and inertia.
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Casting the simple model in the variance form given by equation 6.19 allows for a
comparison with the terms in the physically motivated SDOF spring-mass-dashpot model.
For that model, integrating equation 6.5 yields the variance of the tension in data set ¢ as

o2, = M?2o2 + (B? - 2M;K;) 0. + K}o?2,. (6.21)
Both models represent the dynamic tension as a weighted sum of motion statistics. They
differ in the coeflicient of the velocity term and in the inclusion or absence of the stiffness
term.

The qualitative form of the mass term is the same in both models. From figures 6-2
and 6-7 it is clear that a mass term that grows linearly with non-dimensional mean tension
is reasonable. Linear fits to either of those results would be of the form My+ M;Ar. From
a comparison with the model mass term, M, it is clear that the implicit assumption in
the model is that the mass initial value and growth rate are equal. To first order this is a
reasonable assumption. If the total suspended mass is taken as the mass per length times

the suspended length, then the 7 form of the non-dimensionalized mean tension is equal

to the scope of the mooring,

3
<
b~

Q

(6.22)

S
3
Q
S
| &

Assuming that the model mass coefficient is equal to the mass per length times the sus-

pended length and that the mass coefficient at Ar = 0, My, is equal to mH then for

L
M = My + MiAT=mH + M; (E - 1) =mlL (623)

to be true, M; must equal Mj.

In the variance form of the model, the coefficient of o2 is
1 2
3 (é-pCdATdH) 02 +V3pM7CyArdHa,. (6.24)

From the time domain form of the simple model, equation 6.20, it can be seen that this
entire coefficient represents a linearized damping constant. This damping constant can

be compared to the velocity coefficient B? — 2M; K, in equation 6.21 for the spring-mass-
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Figure 6-11: Total effective damping constant for the experiméntal spectral data, B;-" -
2M;K;, and the simple model total damping coefficient from equation 6.24.

dashpot model. That term represents both a damping and a stiffness effect.

Figure 6-11 shows the term B2 — 2M;K; for each of the 119 individual fits to the
SWEX spectral results for the spring-mass-dashpot model along with the total damping
coefficient for the simple model for each data set calculated from equation 6.24. With
mass and drag coefficients calculated from a linear fit to the standard deviation form of
the model, the model total damping coefficient is able to reproduce the nonlinear shape
and much of the scatter of the spectrally fitted values. With no stiffness, however, the
simple model does not capture the negative coefficients at low o2. For linearized quadratic
drag in the spring-mass-dashpot model, B? oc 02 [29]. Thus, as the velocity goes to zero
in this model the intercept of the o2 coefficient is —2M K. This term is only important at
low frequencies and amplitudes where there is little damping. At higher frequencies and
amplitudes the B? term dominates. This higher velocity region is where the simple model
total damping constant, with its inherent expression of coupling between inertia and drag,
is accurately reproducing the shape and scatter of the individually fitted values.

In an undamped spring-mass model, the —2M K term governs the response near res-
onance. For frequencies above resonance, inertia dominates the response. By neglecting

this term the simple model is sacrificing accuracy at these lower frequencies. Given the re-
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versed notions of input and output in the definition of the transfer function in equation 6.2,
the undamped resonance is defined as the frequency at which infinite wave amplitude pro-
duces zero tension. Thus, neglecting this term is conservative. Additionally, any loss in
accuracy will be tempered in real situations because there is always some damping present.
At the very lowest frequencies, the simple model also loses accuracy because it does not
include a stiffness term like the spring-mass-dashpot model’s K?¢2. This term governs
the response near zero frequency.

The relative importance of the two stiffness effects, mass, and damping in the SWEX
data can be calculated using the coefficients fitted to the spectra of individual data sets in
section 6.1. The relative magnitude of each of the terms on the right side of equation 6.21

in comparison with the total tension energy are

fia = 12 ai, (625)
fi? = 55, (6.26)
o = MK, (6.27)

7 2 ? °

fi="5= (6.28)

These response fractions are plotted together in figure 6-12. From these fractions it is clear
that the stiffness term f/* has little effect over the full range of conditions encountered
during the SWEX experiment. For low A7 the relative magnitude of this term approaches
20%, but the total dynamic tension in these configurations is relatively low. At higher
sea states, this term does not contribute sighiﬁcantly to the dynamic tension. f;X, the
contribution from the stiffness dependent portion of the velocity coefficient is also quite
small. This explains why the simple model is able to represent the SWEX data without
any reference to stiffness. The small stiffness effect also explains the high scatter in the

fitted stiffness coefficients in figure 6-4.

6.4 Model performance

To examine the performance of the simple model, three types of analyses are made:

e Accuracy of the model predicted o, values compared to the experimentally observed
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Figure 6-12: Portion of the total tension energy attributable to each of the terms in the
variance form of the spring-mass-dashpot model, equation 6.21.

values in terms of RMS error, max error, and the number of predictions with error

less than five percent.

e Accuracy of tension spectra calculated using a formula derived from the simple
model. Detailed comparisons are presented for the 3 January 1999 storm data set

and 6 December 1998 data set. The spectral error over all data sets is also presented.
e Bootstrap confidence intervals on the fitted model coeflicients.

For the error analysis, the fractional error in the predictéd value of o for data set i is

defined as

_ model
g =29 | (6.29)
or i
The root mean square error over all data sets is
(6.30)

Using these metrics, the RMS error between model fitted and experimentally observed

values of o is 2.7%. The maximum error in any one data set is 8.3%. 93% of data sets
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Figure 6-13: Comparison of model predicted and experimentally observed standard devi-
ation of tension.

have an error less than 5%. Figure 6-13 shows the model and experimental tension as a
function of ro,.

Casting the statistical relationship into the form given by equation 6.19 facilitates the
prediction of the tension spectrum based on quantities that are easily obtained from an
input wave spectrum:

1 2
Sr=(M7)2S, + |3 <§pCdArdH) 02 +V3pMrCyArdHo,| S,. (6.31)

Comparisons of model predicted spectra calculated using the fitted coefficients and equa-
tion 6.31 with the experimental spectra for the 6 December and 3 January data sets are
shown in figures 6-14 and 6-15, respectively. For the low sea state case (figure 6-14) the
response is inertia dominated and the model result agrees well with the experimental spec-
trum across the full range of frequencies. In the high sea state case the basic agreement
is good, but the model over predicts the spectral peak by 12.5%. Beyond the spectral
peak, the velocity spectrum falls away quickly while the acceleration spectrum has the
same basic shape as the tension spectrum; that the predicted tension spectrum is too high

suggests that the model is over predicting the mass effect for this configuration.
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Figure 6-14: Comparison of model predicted tension spectra with the experimentally
observed tension spectrum for the 6 December 1998, 0800 data set.
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Figure 6-15: Comparison of model predicted tension spectra with the experimentally
observed tension spectrum for the 3 January 1999, 1600 data set.
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To more fully quantify the spectral performance of the model, the spectral error metric
defined by equation 5.22 was applied to model predicted spectra for all 119 experimental
data sets. For each data set, equation 6.31 was used to calculate a model tension spectrum
for comparison with the experimentally observed tension spectrum. The RMS spectral
error for all data sets is e, = 0.043. The maximum spectral error in any one data set is 0.10.
These errors are lower than those for the tension spectra which were calculated from the
results of the full time domain numerical simulations in the validation in section 5.4.1 (e,
= 0.068, maximum error of 0.176). They are also not markedly higher than the errors for
the spectra calculated using the individually fitted coefficients in section 6.1 (e, = 0.023,
maximum error of 0.055). This is significant because each of those individual fits was
actually based on a minimization of this same error. Thus, the error for those spectra
represents a best case which requires the calculation of 119 sets of coefficients. With just
two parameters for the entire data set, the simple model is able to reproduce the tension
responses over the entire frequency range with only slightly less accuracy.

In addition to producing accurate tension results, the fitted coefficients are very robust.
With their 95% confidence intervals (calculated using the bootstrap method described in
appendix F) the fitted mass and drag coefficients are 172.8 & 2.0 kg and 0.375 =+ 0.045,
respectively. The confidence intervals on these fitted coefficients are 1% and 12% of the
nominal value. These small confidence intervals are important because they support the
idea that meaningful model coefficients can be calculated using a priori knowledge of
mooring properties. Large uncertainties on the fitted coefficients would indicate that the
model was not capturing the scatter in the data.

These values can be compared to intelfvals for coefficients for a model based purely
on the spectrally derived mass and damping coefficients in figures 6-2 and 6-3. In such a
model, the mass and damping coefficients as functions of A7 are derived using fits to the

individual spectrally fitted values. A straightforward example of this type of model is [40]

M= M() + MlAT, (632)

B = (By + B1AT) 0y, (6.33)

Linear fits to these forms yield My = 176.5 & 1.3 kg, My = 102.4 4+ 21.7 kg, By =
161.3 &+ 27.8 kg/s, and By = 1255 + 426 kg/s. At the highest value of A, the confidence
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intervals for M, and B are 2.8% and 27% of the nominal value. These intervals only take
into account the uncertainty in the linear fits to the individual coefficients. The actual
intervals are even larger than this because of the uncertainties in the individual fits that
are not accounted for in this analysis. These large uncertainties are a result of the highly

scattered coefficients derived from the individual spectral fits.

6.5 Model coeflficient dependence on physical parameters

With a validated numerical simulation program it is possible to simulate the entire ex-
perimental data set. This capability permits the calculation of model coefficients for
parametric variations of the system that was actually deployed. By simulating a large
number of variations, the dependence of the model coefficients on the system parameters
can easily be determined. Parameters considered here are the chain normal and tangential
drag coefficients, Cy, and Cjy,, chain normal and tangential added mass coefficients, C,,
and C,,, and bottom stiffness and damping constants.

The total explored parameter space is shown in table 6.2. In most cases only one
parameter is varied relative to the baseline case defined in the first line of the table. The
baseline values are the same as those used for the validation simulations in section 5.4. For
each set of parameters, the full time domain numerical model is run for the environmental
conditions in the 119 experimental data sets. Simulations are two-dimensional with only
vertical (heave) input. Statistics of the tension responses are then computed and a least
squares fit is used to calculate the model coefficients M and Cj for that parameter set.
Curves showing the variation in both coefficients while a single parameter is varied are
shown in figures 6-16 through 6-18.

Figure 6-16 shows a strong linear dependence of the mass coefficient on both tangential
and normal added mass. The model drag coefficient also varies with the added mass
parameters: very slightly with the tangential parameter and a bit more substantially
for the normal parameter. This dependency indicates that the model form by itself is
not completely capturing the coupling between inertia and drag. The increase in normal
motion along the chain that accompanies the increase in mass is causing an increase in
drag beyond the level accounted for by the coupling term in equation 6.19. Because the

model input velocity is the same in both cases, the increase in drag must be reflected by
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drag mass bottom

variation Cjg, Cq, Cq, Co, k ¢

baseline 0.5 001 10 01 0155 1.0
1 0.5 001 00 01 0.155 1.0
2 0.5 001 0.2 01 0155 1.0
3 0.5 001 0.5 01 0155 1.0
4 0.5 001 1.5 01 0155 1.0
) 0.5 001 2.0 01 0155 1.0
6
7
8

0.5 001 0.0 0.0 0155 1.0
0.5 001 05 0.0 015 1.0
0.5 001 10 0.0 0155 1.0

9 0.5 0.01 1.0 0.05 0.155 1.0
10 0.5 001 10 0.2 0155 1.0
11 0.5 001 0.0 0.2 0.155 1.0
12 0.5 001 0.0 01 0155 1.0
13 0.0 001 10 01 015 1.0
14 0.2 001 10 01 0155 1.0

15 04 001 10 01 015 1.0
16 045 001 10 01 015 1.0
17 055 001 10 01 0155 1.0
18 06 001 10 01 0155 1.0
19 0.7 001 10 01 0155 1.0
20 0.45 0.003 10 0.1 015 1.0
21 0.55 0.003 1.0 01 0.155 1.0

22 0.6 0.003 10 01 0155 1.0
23 0.7 0.003 10 01 015 1.0
24 0.5 0.0 1.0 01 0.155 1.0
25 05 0.003 10 01 015 10
26 05 0.007 1.0 01 0.155 10
27 05 0.015 10 01 0.15 1.0
28 05 003 10 01 015 10
29 0.4 0.0 1.0 01 0155 1.0
29 0.6 0.0 1.0 01 0155 1.0
31 0.6 0.007 10 01 015 1.0
32 0.6 0.015 10 01 0155 1.0
33 0.6 003 10 0.1 0155 1.0
34 0.5 001 10 01 0.078 1.0
35 0.5 00r 10 01 0.311 1.0
36 0.5 00t 10 01 0.622 1.0
37 0.5 001t 10 01 0.155 0.0
38 0.5 001 10 01 0.155 0.5
39 0.5 001 10 01 015 2.0
40 0.5 001 10 01 0.15 4.0

Table 6.2: Parameter variations considered in the model coefficient functional dependence
study. Bold entries indicate a variation in the parameter relative to the baseline value.
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Figure 6-16: Variation of the model mass and drag coefficient with changes to the system
normal and tangential added mass coefficients. Unless otherwise indicated, all other sys-
tem parameters are at baseline values. For reference, the suspended mass of chain and
AxPacks at slack current (A7 = 0) is 161.6 kg.

an increase in the model drag coefficient.

A similar effect is evident in figure 6-17 for the model drag coefficients as functions of
normal and tangential drag parameters. There are clear linear relationships between the
model drag coefficient and normal and tangential drag. There is also some dependence of
the mass coefficient on the system drag coefficients. The effect is quite small, however, as
expected from the earlier analysis of the effect of drag on mass (figure 6-7).

The dependencies of the model coeflicients on the sea bottom parametérs are shown
in figure 6-18. The smallest effect is that of bottom stiffness on model drag coefficient.
Over a broad range of stiffness levels, the model drag coefficient is nearly constant. There
is a slight linear increase in drag coefficient with increasing bottom damping. The most
significant effects of the bottom parameters are on the mass coefficient. As the bottom
stiffness increases more of the mooring is supported by the bottom, reducing the mass
of the mooring suspended beneath the buoy. This leads directly to a reduction in the

model mass coefficient. That the model mass coefficient increases with increasing bottom
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Figure 6-17: Variation of the model mass and drag coefficient with changes to the system
normal and tangential drag coefficients. Unless otherwise indicated, all other system
parameters are at baseline values. For reference, the equivalent tangential drag coefficient
of suspended chain and AxPacks at A7 =0 is 0.015, or WC(;?UW = 0.048.

damping is a result of large accelerations (actually decelerations in this case) of the chain
near the bottom in the presence of high bottom damping. The resulting increase in inertial
force is once again reflected in the mass coefficient because of the constant acceleration

input in the model.

6.6 Parameter validation using model coefficients

One potential use of the model coefficients from the parametric studies is to validate
the choice of system parameters in the time domain simulations. In the validation in
section 5.4, simulation results were checked against experimental results to ensure that
the simulation results were correct. Given the numerous parameters in the simulations,
however, it is conceivable that the right answers could be obtained with several differ- .
ent combinations of those pa,ramete‘rs. Comparing the model coefficients derived from a

simulated data set to coefficients derived from the experimental data is one way to check
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Figure 6-18: Variation of the model mass and drag coefficient with changes to the system
bottom stiffness and damping parameters. Unless otherwise indicated, all other system
parameters are at baseline values.

whether the simulation parameters are actually correct. In a sense this process checks
not only that the simulation answers are correct, but that they are correct for the right
reasons.

Figure 6-19 shows the fitted model mass and drag coefficients for the forty variations
plus baseline simulation data sets relative to the model coefficients from the experimental
data set. The small distance between the experimental result and the coefficients for
variations 17, 18, and 31 suggests that the parameters in those variations more closely
approximate the true parameters than those in the baseline simulation. Variations 17
and 18 represent an increase in the normal drag coefficient to 0.55 or 0.6. Variation 31
increases normal drag to 0.6, but reduces tangential drag to 0.007. Based on this analysis,
the remaining baseline parameters (for added mass and the sea bottom) all appear to be
physically reasonable.

This type of validation cannot be obtained simply by comparing statistical results:

the RMS difference in tension standard deviation between simulation and experiment was
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Figure 6-19: Model mass and drag coefficients for the simulation and experimental data
sets. Numbers refer to the variation in table 6.2. The experiment result, with confidence
intervals, is marked by the circle and the dotted box. The baseline simulation result is
marked by the *.

5.7% for variations 17 and 18, and 5.8% for the baseline and variation 31. Variation 19,
the coefficients for which actually fall outside the experimental result confidence intervals,
also has an RMS error of 5.7%. While this error is minimum for all the simulation data
sets, analysis of the model coefficients indicates that the normal drag coefficient of 0.7 in
this variation is too high.

While this procedure can validate a parameter set as being a reasonable approximation
to the true parameters, it cannot reveal the true values for those parameters. With an
exhaustive search of the parameter space, which even for this simple mooring would be
computationally very expensive?, it would be possible to determine the parameter set
which best matched the experimental results. Given the overlapping confidence intervals
of all the fitted coefficients, however, the only result that could be accurately reported

would be the possible ranges of the parameters.

% The forty variations in table 6.2, which by no means represent an exhaustive search of the space, took
approximately eight days to complete on a 533 MHz Alpha LX workstation.
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6.7 Empirical relationships for the model coefficients

The strong linear dependence of the model mass and drag coefficients on the system normal
and tangential added mass and drag parameters suggests the possibility of constructing
empirical functions which could be used to calculate model coefficients using only the
known hydrodynamic and material properties of the mooring. Particularly revealing are
the relationships exemplified in figure 6-17 for the model drag as a function of system
tangential drag. That the two lines for different normal drag coefficients are separated by
a constant offset indicates that the model drag coefficient is simply a linear combination
of the system normal and tangential drag coefficients.

Ignoring any dependence of the model drag coefficient on system mass or bottom
parameters, a formula for the model coefficient as a function of system parameters can be

written as
Cy = Ba,7Cy, + B4.C4,,- (6.34)

B4, and (;, express the relative weighting of normal and tangential drag in the composite
model drag coefficient. The factor of m on the tangential term accounts for the definition
of the tangential drag coefficient based on material circumference, rather than diameter
as for the normal drag coefficient. The two weights, B4, and Gy, can be determined by
a least squares fit to the model results from variations 13 through 33 (in which only the
drag coefficients were varied) plus the baseline case in table 6.2. The results from the fit

are

Ba, = 3.79, (6.35a)
Ba, = 0.46. (6.35b)

Given validated values Cy, = 0.01 and Cy, = 0.55 from the previous section, these weights
lead to proportions for tangential and normal effects in the composite model coefficient of
approximately one-third and two-thirds, respectively. The quality of the fit is quite high.
The root mean square difference between the actual model drag coefficients and those
calculated from equation 6.34 with the weights from equation 6.35 is 5.1%.

The linear dependence of the model mass coefficient on the system added mass co-
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efficients suggests that a formula similar to equation 6.34 can be derived for mass. The
dimensional nature of the mass coefficient leads to a more complicated form, however.
Taking into account the nominal mass that hangs under the buoy in a slack configuration,
and the rate of increase of suspended chain length with static tension (the slope of the
line in figure 6-20, @), a formula for the mass coefficient is

d? d?
M= Mr,+ ¢ [ﬁm, (m + p-ﬂz—Cat> + Bm., <m + pEZ—Canﬂ . (6.36)

The nominal mass, Mr,, is defined as the mass plus tangential added mass of all of the
components hanging beneath the buoy in a slack (purely vertical) configuration. The
model mass coefficient, M, is a combination of this nominal mass and a weighted sum of
the virtual tangential and normal mass of additional material that is pulled off the bottom
as steady state tension increases. The weights, B, and (3, are again determined using
a least squares fit to simulation results: variations 1 to 12 plus the baseline in this case.

The fitted weights are

Brm, = —0.156, (6.37a)

By, = 0.102. (6.37b)

The RMS difference between the actual mass coeflicients and the results from equation 6.36
using these weights is less than one percent.
To understand the meaning of the various terms in equation 6.36 and the importance

of the fitted weights, it is useful to consider a uniform mooring in water depth H. Defining

wd?

Mg, = pTCata (638)
d2
Ma, = p”TCan, (6.39)
the nominal mass can be written as
Mz, = H (m + m,,), (6.40)
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Figure 6-20: Total length of mooring components suspended below the surface buoy as
a function of static tension. Data are from the two dimensional validation simulations
presented in section 5.4.1.

and equation 6.36 becomes
M: (H+(pﬂmt)(m+mat)+(ﬁﬁmn (m+man)' (6'41)

With this representation, the weights specify or modify the length of mooring material
that contributes to the tangential or normal mass. This explains why (,,, is negative.
The composite model mass is made up of the tangential mass evaluated over some length
slightly less than the total length of the mooring plus the normal mass evaluated over

some small length.

6.8 A priori response prediction

The primary motivation for developing equations 6.34 and 6.36 is the hope that these
formulae can be used to calculate the coefficients for a given mooring design based only
on the known (or estimated) material and hydrodynamic properties of that system. Such
a facility would permit dynamic response prediction without the costly construction and
execution of time- or frequency-domain numerical simulations. In cases where the detailed

information available from such simulations is a necessary part of the design process,

142




response prediction based on the simple model and a priori coefficients could still facilitate

the early design iteration stages.

6.8.1 Specifying the steady state tension

A critical piece of information in the dynamic tension model is the non-dimensional steady
state tension, 7 (and Ar). In early design studies it is probably sufficient to estimate the
mean tension using catenary formulae. For more refined predictions a static nonlinear
model, such as the one described in chapter 3 and appendix D, could be run. Easiest of
all for predicting the response in survivability conditions would be to specify a value for
T directly. Experience with oceanographic catenary moorings in 40 m or greater wziter
depth suggests that a reasonable maximum value for 7 in similar systems is about 1.3.
Calculating the mass coefficient (equation 6.36) also requires knowledge of the rate of
change of the length of the modring with steady state tension, ¢. From the inextensible

catenary results in appendix G, the rate of increase of suspended length with increasing

AT is

_a_m

This formula must be employed with some care for non-uniform moorings. More refined
calculations of ¢ could be made by running several non-linear static simulations and

estimating the slope of the resulting (7, L) line, as in figure 6-20.

6.8.2 Calculating model coefficients

For the basically uniform all chain experimental mooring, application of equations 6.34
and 6.36 to calculate model mass and drag coefficients is straightforward ~ simply input
the mass and drag properties of the chain. More complicated moorings require some pre-
processing to calculate the input variables for equations 6.34 and 6.36. For a slack mooring
composed of p segments (chain shots, instrument cages, strongbacks, etc.), equivalent

normal and tangential drag coefficients are calculated as

. 1 <& )
equl
o - 5 ;diLiC,}n,t. (6.43)
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d;, L;, and an,t are the diameter, length, and drag coefficients of segment ¢, respectively.
d is the diameter of the mooring material that includes the grounded portion of the
mooring. The assumptions behind this approach to averaging the drag coefficients are
that the mooring is uniform below a certain depth and that the mooring drag coefficients
can always be characterized by the drag properties of that portion of the mooring that is
suspended in a slack configuration. The first of these assumptions is not very restrictive.
Instrumentation is seldom placed below the mud line. The second assumption implies that
for heavily instrumented large scope moorings at high static tensions, the model prediction
would be overly conservative. There is no mechanism in the model to account for the fact
that the long length of ungrounded bottom line in this situation has lower drag coefficients
than those calculated from the instrumented portion of the mooring.

For the mass coefficient the process is somewhat easier because there is no averaging

involved. The nominal mass is calculated from

p
Mr, = Z (m +my,); Ls, (6.44)

=1
where (m + m,,); is the mass plus tangential added mass per length of segment i. Appro-
priate values for m, C,,,, and C,, in eqliation 6.36 are simply those for the lower uniform

portion of the mooring.

6.9 Validation of a priori response prediction

In order to test the idea that formulae for the model coefficients derived using a data set
from a single experiment are broadly applicable, three test moorings are considered. The
first is the shallow water chain catenary mooring from the Coastal Mixing and Optics
(CMO) experiment, for which experimental results are available. In this case the model
predictions are compared directly to the experimental results. The remaining test cases
are contrived examples of an offshore riser in four different configurations: three catenary
shapes and a lazy wave shape. The lazy wave configuration is the same as that con-
sidered in Larsen’s [61] comparative study of different numerical programs. Because no
experimental results are available for these cases the model predictions are compared to

simulation results.
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6.9.1 CMO mooring

The central discus mooring of the CMO experiment was an instrumented chain mooring
deployed in 70 m of water off the northeast coast of the United States from July 1996
through June 1997 [40]. The central discus buoy contained the same motion package as in
the SWEX experiment, with a 10,000 pound load cell at the top of the mooring chain. The
primary difference in the two moorings is the instrument load. In 70 m of water the CMO
mooring had a nominal virtual mass of approximately 1570 kg of chain and instruments
suspended below the buoy. The field experiment mooring had approximately 165 kg of
chain and instruments in 40 m of water. Instrumentation included five vector measuring
current meters (VMCMs) and four Seacat conductivity and temperature probes.

The data set from the Coastal Mixing and Optics experiment comprises 634 time series
of tension and motion. Composite normal and tangential drag coefficients, calculated

according to equation 6.43, are

C = 0.025, (6.45)
Co™ = 0.97. (6.46)

The nominal mass is 1570 kg and the outside width and mass per length of the bottom
chain are 0.066 m and 7.98 kg/m, respectively. Applying the weights from equations 6.35
and 6.37 yields model coefficients of Cy = 0.75 and m = 1553 kg.

These results are very close to the coefficients calculated from a model fit to the
564 experimental data sets for which wind data was readily available. From that fit,
M = 1557 £ 7 kg and Cy = 0.79 £ 0.05. A plot of o, versus 1o, for the experimental
and model results with the a priori calculated coefficients is shown in figure 6-21. Because
the purpose of the comparison is to validate the a priori coefficients rather than the
usefulness of the model as an a priori design tool, the model results were calculated using
the experimental mean tension and a value for ¢ calculated from 564 static simulations.
The root mean square difference between the model prediction and experimental result is
2.1%. This error is the same as that from a comparison of experimental and model results

with the above mentioned fitted coefficients.
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Figure 6-21: Comparison of experimental and model predicted o for the CMO mooring
using a priori calculated model coefficients. RMS error between experiment and model
result is 2.1%.

6.9.2 Catenary riser

The steel catenary riser (SCR) problem tests the predictive capabilities of the model on
a problem with a scale typical of offshore energy production systems rather than oceano-
graphic applications. The validation baseline in this case is derived from simulations. The
simulated system consists of 1500 m of 0.21 m diameter pipe deployed in three different
configurations. The pipe has a mass per length of 89 kg/m, axial stiffness of 5 x 10° N,
and bending stiffness of 6.6 x 103> Nm?. Hydrodynamic and bottom parameters in the
simulation were set to C,, = 0, C,, = 1, Cg, = 0.05, Cy, = 1.0, k = 0.42 and ¢ = 1.0.
The simulations were run for vertically imposed motions equal to sea states two through
nine. Two configurations were run in 600 m water depth with the steady state horizontal
position of the top node at 1000 m and 1200 m. A third configuration was run in 300 m
of water with the horizontal position of the top at 1450 m. The current profile in all cases
was constant at +1.0 m/s (left to right) from the surface to one-third the water depth
and then decreased linearly to zero at the bottom. The modeled static configurations are
shown in figure 6-22. These configurations provide working scopes (ratio of suspended
length to water depth) of approximately 1.1, 1.5, and 3.8.

For illustrative purposes and because only simulation results are available for compar-
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Figure 6-22: Static configurations of the catenary riser for the simulation results.

ison, this example also employs estimates for 7 and ¢ based on catenary formulae rather
than detailed static simulations or experimental results. Thus, the model calculations in
this case demonstrate the process that a designer might follow in using the simple model
in the early stages of the design process. Given estimates for the working scopes of 1.1,
1.5, and 3.8 for the three configurations, equations G.4 and G.6 were used to calculate
values for 7 and ¢ in each configuration. The results of these calculations are shown in
table 6.3. Because the model mass coefficient, M, depends on ¢, a different mass coeffi-
cient was calculated for each configuration. Substituting the known pipe properties, the
weights for the mass coefficient given by equation 6.37, and the different values for ¢ into
equation 6.36 yields for M of 52527 kg, 52760 kg, and 26574 kg, for the three cases, respec-
tively. Similarly, substituting the pipe drag parameters into equation 6.34 with weights
given by equation 6.35 yields C; = 1.055, independent of the configuration.

Motion statistics for the model were calculated from the same Bretschneider spectrum,

S(w), that was used in generating the input time series for the simulation in each sea state,

o0
O] = V3 /0 w?S(w)dw, (6.47)
1

O = [ /0 ” w4S(w)dw] ?. (6.48)
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Configuration scope 7 ¢ (m)

SCR a 1.10 1.1 5455
SCR b 1.50 1.63 400.0
SCR ¢ 380 772 789
Lazy wave 1.07 1.07 290.7

Table 6.3: Non-dimensional mean tension and ¢ values for the catenary riser and lazy
wave riser systems.

% error in model predicted or

significant peak

sea . .

state height (m) period (s) config (a) config (b) config (c)
2 0.3 7.5 -15.1 -48.6 -61.5
3 0.9 7.5 -14.3 -41.1 -43.8
4 1.9 8.8 -11.4 -29.9 -27.0
5 3.3 9.7 -8.3 -16.3 -9.0
6 5.0 12.4 -4.6 -7.0 0.9
7 7.5 15.0 -1.3 3.7 12.5
8 11.5 16.4 3.1 17.2 39.2
8+ 16.0 20.0 0.9 15.8 38.7

Table 6.4: Error in the model predicted o, for the catenary riser using a priori model
coefficients. Model coefficients were calculated using approximate steady state tension
results from equations G.4 and G.6. Sea state parameters are based on the North Atlantic
data from Faltinsen [29], Table 2.3.

Results of the comparisons are shown in table 6.4 and figure 6-23. The largest relative
errors occur for the low sea states in all three configurations. At sea states two and three
in the higher scope configurations the model under predicts the response by 50% or more.
This represents a much smaller error in the total tension, however, as the static tension is
very high in these configuration. At higher sea states the agreement between model and
simulation improves. In the lowest scope case (a) the errors for sea states six and above are
less than 5%. While the same holds true for the high scope configurations in sea states six
and seven, the model over predicts o by approximately 17% in both sea states eight and
nine for case (b) and by nearly 40% in case (c). As described in section 6.10, the model
increasingly over predicts the tension with increasing sea state because the coupling of

mass into drag actually becomes less at these high sea states. Overall, however, the close
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Figure 6-23: Comparison of simulation and model o for the catenary riser. (a) Top node
at £ = 1000 m and water depth of 600 m in the simulation; estimated working scope of
1.1 for model calculations. (b) Top node at £ = 1200 m and water depth of 600 m in
the simulation; estimated working scope of 1.5 for model calculations. (c) Top node at
z = 1450 m with water depth of 300 m in the simulation; estimated working scope of 3.8
for the model calculations.

agreement in both the quantitative and qualitative way in which the model results predict
the response as a function of sea state suggest that the model can be applied successfully

to moorings with very different scales than those considered previously.

6.9.3 Lazy wave riser

The lazy wave riser problem is based on the configuration described by Larsen [61]. The
pipe and bottom parameters are the same as for the catenary riser. The water depth is
355 m and the static position of the top of the riser is z = 350 m, z = 375 m (20 m above
the water surface). The current flows from right to left (—z direction) with a constant
value of 1.0 m/s from the surface to mid-depth and a linear decrease from mid-depth to-
the bottom. The top of fhe riser is held in place against the current with an applied

pre-tension. The simulated static configuration is shown in figure 6-24.
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Figure 6-24: Static configuration of the lazy wave riser for the simulation results. The
effective working scope for the model predictions was also determined from this result.

Because of the different shape, the model must be applied with some care in this case.
The water depth is taken to be the distance from the bottom of the sagged section to the
top of the riser (above the surface). Likewise, the suspended length is measured from the
bottom of the sagged section upwards. With these caveats, equations G.4 and G.6 can
be used to calculate 7 and ¢ as for the catenary riser. Results of these calculations are
given in the last line of table 6.3. The calculated model coefficients are M = 36267 kg
and C; = 1.055.

A comparison between simulation and model predicted o for the same eight sea states
as for the catenary riser is shown in figure 6-25. The largest relative errors in this case
occur at the highest sea states, but none of the errors exceed 11%. For sea states six and
lower the errors are all less than 5%. The good agreement between model and simulation
in this comparison reinforces the idea that the model is applicable on a range of scales,
and also suggests that it can be applied to geometrically compliant shapes other than the

simple catenary mooring.
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Figure 6-25: Comparison of simulation and model o for the lazy wave riser.

6.10 Conditions under which the model breaks down

While the comparisons above all showed reasonably good agreement between model pre-
dictions and simulation results, there are conditions under which the accuracy of the model
becomes degraded, such as at the highest sea states in the riser response. To explore these
conditions the simplified version of the SWEX mooring first introduced in section 6.1 to
study scatter in the response statistics was subjected to a wide range of forcing conditions.
In this study, the mooring properties and hydrodynamic parameters were set to their base-
line values. The a priori model coefficients given these properties are M = 156.3 kg and
Cq = 0.349. Three hundred simulations were run with A7 values of 0.05, 0.1, 0.2, 0.5, and
1.0, ten excitation amplitudes ranging from 0.1 m to 2.0 m, and six excitation periods (4,
6, 8, 10, 12, and 15 seconds).

Figure 6-26 shows the simulated and model predicted values of o, as a function of o,
for four values of A7. In each case the model prediction agrees reasonably well with the
simulation for lower values of o,. At all four A7 values, however, the model over predicts
the dynamic tension at the highest acceleration levels. The critical acceleration at which
the model accuracy is significantly degraded increases with A7r. Thus, both steady state

configuration and excitation level determine when the model breaks down. In figure 6-

151




700 T T T F 1200 T
600} {8) AT=0.05... S ... e to00h.. @AT=02 b T
L Lo +:...9 I
500 800+ - ------ .................. e O .
2400 .......... .......... ‘ . + ....... ,,,,,,,, . 2 : :
~7_ : : : \-r_ 600+ - - T B .0 S
© 300 : N L © : 6 ) :
: -I - 400} - - Q@ .......... ......... 4
200 ; O simulation 9@ ® : :
W §,...,f__?'.fT‘P.'9.’_“_‘_’F’_‘T 200 ﬁ% ---------- e e
0 : : : 0 : : .
2

3 4 4] 1 2 2 3 4
o, (m/s%)
a
2000 T T T 3500
: : .+
©At=05 : 3000
1500 - - -- e s e
: : : 2500
: : +: o
P4 : : : z
\"_1000 .......... .......... 60 ........... \T_
© S - S : © 1500
o 9 : o)
500l o S-S L L] 1000 °
CX)+$‘3 : . Q
: : : 500¢}- :
L
o :

2 2. 2 2,
o, (mis) ‘ o, (m/s°)

Figure 6-26: Simulation and model predicted values for o1 in a study using a broad range
of sinusoidal excitation conditions.

26(a) for AT = 0.05 the model predictions for o, > 2 m/s? have relatively large errors.
For At = 1.0 in figure 6-26(d), only the result at the highest value of o, (approximately
3.5 m/s?) has a large error.

The over prediction of the tension is likely due to the presence of the coupling between
mass and drag in the model. As shown in figure 6-8, the relative importance of the
coupling on the drag coefficient decreases with increasing A7. The model has no way to
account for this decrease and thus the presence of the coupling leads to an over prediction
of the tension in severe conditions. That the effect of the coupling should be reduced
in severe conditions makes sense in that the process whereby an increase in inertially
induced motions leads to an increase in drag forces should be self-limiting. At some point
the motion will reach a speed at which quadratic drag, which is proportional to A2w?, will
restrict any additional line motions that might be caused by inertia, which is proportional
to Aw?. The point at which this occurs increases with increasing mean tension because
as the mooring is pulled open the coupling between inertia and drag is important over a

broader range of excitation conditions.
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In addition to this over prediction of tension in severe conditions there are several
remaining circumstances in which the model cannot accurately predict the dynamic re-
sponse. The two most interesting are both related to elastic stiffness. For moorings with
inadequate scope, the geometric compliance mechanism can fail and elastic stretching of
the mooring line becomes important. In these cases, the model would likely under predict
the tension. The model essentially assumes that there will always be sufficient geometric
compliance.

In contrast, for moorings that are basically geometrically compliant, but also relatively
elastically flexible, the model over predicts the tension. For example, the sea state 8
simulation result for o, for the higher scope catenary riser problem with the axial stiffness
reduced by a factor of 100 is o7 = 1.05 x 10° N. This is nearly three times less than the
result calculated using the original stiffness. The model has no mechanism to account for
this reduction. The implicit assumption in ignoring stiffness effects in the development
of the model is that the mooring line is inextensible. The validity of the inextensibility

assumption can be checked using the ratio of elastic to catenary stiffness [94],

2
(%,%) %4, (6.49)
where Fj, is the horizontal component of tension at the top of the mooring. Results from
Irvine and Caughey [58] suggest that inextensibility is a reasonable assumption if this
ratio exceeds 100 — 1000.

Other failure modes for the model include cases where the mooring is near vertical
(AT =~ 0) and oy, is large or tangential drag effects are substantial. In both of these
cases, the model mass term will accurately predict the inertial response but the inclusion
of A7 in the drag term means that the drag response will be neglected. Also, in cases
where tangential drag is very large and normal drag is very small, figure 6-6(c) makes clear
that the total drag coefficient should decrease with A7r. The model drag coefficient always
increases. Finally, because geometric stiffness induced dynamic tension is proportional
to the dynamic length of material off the bottom and steady state forces acting on that
material, strong bottom currents or very heavy bottom line can increase geometric stiffness

effects to the point where they become non-negligible.
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6.11 Effect of horizontal motions on the model coefficients

All of the simulations used in developing the simple model thus far have used purely ver-
tical input. This approach was based on the derivation of the model using only heave
statistics. Given the comparisons to simulation results of a wide range of configurations,
the model is clearly successful at predicting the dynamic tension response to vertical mo-
tions. Furthermore, given the model’s derivation from and success with the experimental
results from the SWEX and CMO chain catenary moorings, for which the topside motion
had components in three dimensions, it can be concluded that in these configurations
the dynamic tension is dominated by the system response to vertical motions. Clearly,
however, the horizontal motions must produce some contribution to the tension response.

To explore what effect horizontal motions have on the model coefficients, three-dimensional
simulations of the experimental mooring were run for the same baseline plus 40 variations
of the hydrodynamic coefficients listed in table 6.2. Because of the loss of the y accelerom-
eter channel during the experiment there are only 60 available data sets to be simulated
for each variation. Figure 6-27 shows the fitted model mass and drag coefficients as
a function of the simulation tangential and normal added mass and drag coefficients for
both the original two-dimensional vertical only simulations and the new three-dimensional
simulations.

The obvious effect of the horizontal motions is an increase in the model drag coefficient
and a decrease in the model mass coefficient. Based on the convergence to nearly identical
mass coefficients at zero normal added mass, the change in model mass coefficient appears
to be due entirely to an effect in the normal direction. In céntrast, both tangential and
normal effects contribute to the increase in model drag coefficient with the addition of
horizontal motions. Qualitatively, however, there are no significant differences in the coef-
ficients derived from the three-dimensional simulations with both vertical and horizontal
topside motions. What this indicates is that the model, which uses statistics of vertical
motion as the only input, can be successfully applied to some systems with horizontal
motions because the horizontal motions in these systems can be accounted for by changes
to the model mass and drag coefficients.

Because of this, figure 6-19, which compared model mass and drag coefficients for the

vertical motion simulations to coefficients derived from the experimental data set, is not a
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Figure 6-27: Variation of the model mass and drag coefficient with changes to the system
normal and tangential added mass and drag coefficients for both vertical and fully three-
dimensional topside motion input in the simulations. The parameters not under study in
each panel remain at baseline values.

good indicator of the true value of the system hydrodynamic coefficients. Rather, it is an
indicator of the coefficient sets which when used with a vertical motion only simulation
produce good matches to the experimental results, which are three-dimensional. The best
choices for drag parameters from that figure were Cy, = 0.01 and Cy, = 0.55. It is now
clear that these values must be too high. They had to be artificially large to match the
experimental results to make up for the fact that there was no horizontal motion in the
simulations. Figure 6-28 shows the mapping of the model mass and drag coefficients from
the three-dimensional simulations. The best choice in this case is Cy, = 0.003, Cy,, = 0.5,

and added mass coefficients at baseline values. This is variation 25 in table 6.2.
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6.12 Horizontal motion effects in very shallow water

Horizontal motions have a more significant effect on the dynamic tension as the water
depth decreases. This conclusion became clear during analysis of an experimental data
set from a 17 m deep National Data Buoy Center (NDBC) test mooring at Duck Pier,
North Carolina. For that experiment, an instrumented 3-meter discus buoy was deployed
from July 1997 through January 1998 [88] (due to an instrumentation failure, data is only
available for the first two months of this period). The buoy contained a six axis motion
package, current meter, and meteorological sensors. Two load cells and an S4 current
meter were deployed on the mooring line immediately beneath the buoy. The current
meter was deployed in the middle of a 7.1 m length consisting of shackle and short shots
of 1-inch and %-inch chain. The remainder of the mooring line consisted of 41 m of 1%-inch
chain.

During the analysis of the data from this mooring two things became apparent. First,
simulation results could not be made to match experimental results without the inclusion
of the horizontal surge motion at the top of the mooring. There was no choice of hy-

drodynamic parameters which produced an accurate response given only vertical input.
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Figure 6-29: Experimental and simulated dynamic tension statistics for 126 of the data
sets from the NDBC Duck mooring.

Statistical evidence of this inability is shown in figure 6-29. This situation contrasts with
that for the deeper (40 m) SWEX experiment described above for which the hydrodynamic
parameters could be increased in conjunction with vertical input to produce a simulation
that compared well to the three-dimensional experimental result. The second observation
was that while the dynamic tension model could be fitted to the experimental results the
fitted drag coefficient was approximately three times greater than that predicted from the
a priori coefficient prediction procedures outlined in section 6.8 These two observations
indicate that the presence of horizontal motions in this very shallow water mooring lead
to a dynamic tension response that is qualitatively different than the response to vertical

motions that can be characterized by the simple model.

6.12.1 A model for the dynamic tension response to horizontal motion

To separate the effects of horizontal and vertical motions as a function of depth, simulations
of the NDBC mooring were run with horizontal only, vertical only, and combined horizontal
and vertical input motion at a series of depths from 10 to 40 m. The length of the
bottom chain was increased at the higher depths so that the touchdown point was always-
away from the anchor. The simulations were two-dimensional, horizontal motion in the

surge direction only, to minimize the computation time. Tension statistics at six depths
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are shown in figure 6-30. Three results are presented for each depth: ag“"h, dynamic
tension in the simulations with both horizontal and vertical input, o3, dynamic tension
in the simulation with vertical input, and o7 + ol the sum of the dynamic tension in
the simulations with horizontal only and vertical only input. An important observation
to draw from figure 6-30 is that as the depth increases the results from the vertical only
and vertical+horizontal simulations appear to converge. This is consistent with the small
difference between vertical and fully three-dimensional results from the SWEX mooring. A
second observation is that at lower depths the sum of the dynamic tension from the vertical
only and horizontal only simulations appear to sum to the results from the simulation with
both horizontal and vertical input. This is important because it suggests that the effects
of vertical and horizontal motion on dynamic tension are linearly separable.

Based on this latter observation then, a modification to the dynamic tension model

can be proposed as follows:
or = Mro, + —21—pC'dATdH oypy| + f (horizontal motion statistics, depth). (6.50)

Figure 6-31(a) shows the dynamic tension statistics as a function of horizontal acceleration
for the simulations with horizontal only input in 15 m depth. The qualitative similarity
between this response and the typical response to vertical motions (e.g., figure 5-27(a))

suggests a form similar to the model for vertical motions for the horizontal terms,
h h 1
op = M"10,, + ~2-pCd ATS0y, [v,)- (6.51)

The superscripts h indicate terms specific to horizontal motion, subscripts z refer to
statistics of the motion in the horizontal direction, and S is a projected area because it is
not immediately clear that non-dimensionalizing the drag coefficient using the full water
depth is appropriate. For that reason it is more convenient to express the model with a

dimensional drag coefficient as
ol = MMro,, + bhATavzlvz{. (6.52)

Figure 6-31(b) which shows a linear trend with quadratic velocity for the initial guess at

the non-inertial portion of the tension response provides further evidence that this same
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Figure 6-30: Simulated dynamic tension in the NDBC Duck mooring at six depths given
vertical+horizontal, vertical only, and horizontal only motion input.
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Figure 6-31: (a) Simulated dynamic tension in the NDBC Duck mooring in 15 m depth
given horizontal only input motion. (b) Portion of dynamic tension attributable to drag
with an initial mass estimate based on the slope of the points in (a) with 704, < 0.8.

form of model may be appropriate for horizontal motions.

When the fitted coefficients for this model are mapped over a range of simulation
parameters, however, the fitted dimensional drag coefficient is insensitive to the value of
the simulation normal and tangential drag coefficients. For example, at baseline values
of Cy, = 0.3 and Cy, = 0.003, the fitted dimensional drag coefficient is 4" = 1041 kg/m.
Doubling the normal drag coefficient to 0.6 results in only a slight increase in b, to
1080 kg/m. Likewise, increasing the tangential drag coefficient to 0.01 in the simulations
produces a fitted value for b* of 1044 kg/m. The fitted mass coefficients vary significantly
with changes to the simulation normal added mass parameter; there does not appear to
be any sensitivity of the model mass coefficient to tangenf,ial added mass. Parameter
variations were also run with a range of bottom damping and bottom stiffness coefficients.
The fitted mass and dimensional drag coefficients for some of these variations are listed
in table 6.5.

The vertical model form for the horizontal motions, equation 6.52, is only superficially
appropriate. That the dynamic tension response to purely horizontal motions is not de-
pendent on the drag coefficients or bottom damping suggests that there is no significant

drag contribution to the tension response. In fact, the only parameter variations that
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variation M" (kg) b" (kg/m)

baseline 69.3 1041
Cy, = 0.6 60.9 1080
Cyq, =001  69.3 1044
¢=0.0 68.0 1026
k = 0.056 67.9 1180
C,, =2.0 84.9 1022
Ca, = 0.0 69.1 1045

Table 6.5: Fitted coeflicients for the dynamic tension response to horizontal motions using
the same model form as for vertical motions. Baseline values are Cy, = 0.3, Cy, = 0.003,
Ce, = 1.0, Gy, =0.1, ¢ = 2.0, k = 0.22. Variations were run for the 15 m depth case.

produce a significant change in the fitted drag coefficient are changes to the mooring line
wet weight. Doubling the wet weight (without changing the mass) of all the mooring com-
ponents yields fitted mass and damping coefficients of 97 kg and 2204 kg/m, respectively.
A better model then is one in which the non-inertial portion of the tension response is
attributable to a geometric stiffness effect rather than a drag effect. Such a mechanism
would explain this correlation between the non-inertial portion of the tension and the

mooring wet weight. A model that makes use of this insight is,
ol = M*ro,, + k" Ao, (6.53)

The form of the stiffness term was chosen because of the strong linearity apparent in
figure 6-32 for the non-inertial portion of the dynamic tension as a function of A7o,. o,
is the standard deviation of the surge motion.

Table 6.6 lists the fitted coefficients for the model described by equation 6.53 for the
same variations as in table 6.5 plus variations on the wet weight. As expected the stiffness
coefficient is largely insensitive to changes in any parameter except mooring wet weight.
There is a slight dependence on the bottom stiffness: a factor of four decrease in k results
in a twelve percent increase in the fitted stiffness coefficient. The mass coefficient also
shows a strong dependence on the wet weight. The quality of the fits is not as high and
the confidence intervals are not as small as for the vertical model applied to the SWEX or
CMO experimental data. The errors are not unreasonable, however: RMS error between

the standard deviation of dynamic tension from the baseline simulations and the fitted
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Figure 6-32: Portion of dynamic tension attributable to a stiffness effect with an initial
mass estimate based on the slope of the points in figure 6-31(a) with 70, < 0.8.

variation M" (kg) k" (N/m)

baseline 56.5+ 6.2 724 + 100
Cy, =06 47.0+6.2 753+ 100
Cy3, =001  56.3+£6.3 726+ 100
¢ =0.0 55.0 6.3 718 +99

k = 0.056 55.3 +6.0 815+ 107
C,, =20 72.3+65 711 +98

C,, = 0.0 56.3+6.3 727 =+ 100
wo/wi =05 51L3+7.7 493+ 66

wo/wE =15 67.6+6.8 1099 & 159
wo/wy =2.0 824+7.9 1528+ 83

Table 6.6: Fitted coefficients with 95% confidence intervals for the dynamic tension re-
sponse to horizontal motions using the model described by equation 6.53. Baseline values
for the parameters are given in table 6.5. The wet weight variations 